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Sacred Majelty 


CHARLESII 


By the Grace of God King of Great 
Britain, France, and Ireland, Defender of the 
Faith, &#c. 


Moſt Gracious Socveraign, 
REDS] nce that great Miracle of Divine Pro- 


029 : Vidence in your -M ajeſties moſt hap- 
STD) py 7e/tauration, we have ſeen thoſe 
who before triumphed over the 
Church of England as dead, as much expreſsing their 
enyy at her reſurrefftion. Neither could it other- 
wiſe be expected, but that ſo ſudden a recovery of 
her former /uſtre, would open the mouths of her 
weak but contentious » Adverſaries, who lee her 
{hine in a Firmament ſo much above them. But it is 
a part of her preſent Felicity, that they are alhamed 
of that inſulting Queſtion, JY/hat # become of 
your C burch now ? and are driven back to their old 


A 3 imper- 
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impertinency, I here was your Church before Luther* 
They might as well alter the date of it, and ask 
W here ſhe was before your Majeſties reſtauration? 
For as ſhe only ſuffered an Eclipſe in the late confu- 
ſions ; no more did ſhe, though of a longer ſtay, in 
the times before the Reformation, And it was her 
great Honour, that ſhe was not awakened out of it 
(as of old they fancied) by the beating of drums, or 
the rude clamours of the people; but as ſhe Gradually 
regained her hght, ſo it was with the Influence of Su- 
pream e Authority. WW hich hath cauſed ſo cloſe an 
union and combination of Intereſts between them, 
that the Church of England, and the Royal Family, 
have like Hippocrates his Twins both wept and re- 
Joxcd together. And nothing doth more argue 
the excellent conſtitution of our C hurch, than that 
therein the purity of Chriſtian Dottrine is joyned 
with the moſt hearty Acknowledgment of your 
eM ajeſtes Power and Supremacy. So that the 
Loyalty of the members of it, can neither be ſuſpe- 
&ed of private [ntereſt, or of depending on the 
pleaſure of a Forreign Biſhop, but is inlaid in the 
very Foundations of our Reformation. VV hich 
ſtands on thoſe two Grand Principles of Religion 
and Government; T he giving to God the things that are 
God's, and to Cſar the things that are Cars. And 
as long as theſe two remain unſhaken, we need not 
fear the continuance and flouriſhing of the Re- 
formed Church of England, and your eMajeſties 
Intereſt 
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Intereſt 1n the members of it. VV hich it is hard to 
conceive thoſe can have any zeal for, who are the 
buſie Fattours among us for promoting ſo oppoſite 
an [ntereſs as that of the Church of Rome. For what 
a contradiction 1s it, to ſuppole it conſiſtent with 
your Majeſties Honour and Intereſs, to rob your 
[mperial Crown of one of the richeſt Fewels of it, to 
expoſe Your Royal Scepter to the mercy of a Forreign 
Prelat, to have another Supreme Head acknowledg- 
ed within Your Dominions, and thereby to cur off 
the dependence of a conſiderable part of the Nation 
wholly from Your Self, and to exhauſt the (ation 
of an Infinite Maſi of Treaſure meerly to ſupport 
the Grandeur of the See of Rome: They who can 
make men believe that theſe things tend to Your 
eM ajeſties Service, think they have gained there- 
by a conſiderable ſtep to their Religion, which is by 
baffling mens reaſon, and perſwading them to be- 
lieve contradictions, But if, notwithſtanding the 
received principles of their Church, any have con- 
tinued Faithful in their Loyalty to Jour Majeſty, we 
have much more cauſe to attribute it to their Love 
to their King and Country, than to their Religion. 

Wedeny not, but there may be ſuch rare tempers 
which may conquer the malignity of poiſon, but it 
would be a dangerous Inference from thence, that 
it ought not to be accounted hurtful to humane 
nature. If any ſuch have been truly Loyal, may 


they continue ſo, and their number increaſe : and 
fince 
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ſince therein they ſo much come off from them- 
ſelves, we hope they may yet come nearer to us, 
whoſe Religion tends as much to the ſettling the on- 
ly ſure Foundations of Loyalty, as theirs doth to the 
weakning of them. And were this the only Con- 
troverſie between us, there need not many Books 
be written to perſwade men of the Truth of it. 
But if theſe men may be believed, we can as lit- 
tle pleaſe God on the prirciples of our Church, as 
they Your Majeſty ori the principles of theirs. A 
ſtrange Aſertion ! and impols1ble to be entertain'd 
by any, but thoſe who think there is no ſuch way to 
pleaſe God, as to renounce the judgement of Senſe 
and Reaſon. And then indeed we freely confeſs, 
there are none lo likely to do it, as themſelves. 
With whom men are equally bound to believe the 
oreateſt repugnancies to ſenſe and reaſon, with the 
moſt Fundamental Verities of Chriſtian Faith, As 
though no Faith could carry men to Heaven, but 
that which can, not only remove, but ſwallow Moun- 
tains, Y et theſe are the perſons who pretend to make 
our Faith Infallible,while they undermine the Foun- 
dations of it, as they advance Charity by denying 
Salvation to all but themſelves, and promote true 
Piety by their groſs Superſtitions. By all which they 
have been guilty of debauching Chriſtianity in ſo 
high a meaſure, that it cannot but heartily grieve 
thoſe who honour it as the moſt excellent Keligi- 


on in the W orld, to ſee its beauty ſo much clouded 
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by the Errours and Superſtitions of the Roman 


Church. 
T hat theſe are great as well as ſad truths, is the 


deſign of the enſuing Book to diſcover. W hich I 


humbly preſent to Your Majeſties hands, both as 1t 15 


a Defence of that (uſe wherein Your «M ajeſties In- 
tereſi is ſo highly concern'd, and of that Book which 
Your Rogal Father of molt Glorious Memory lo high- 
ly honoured, not only by his own peruſal and 
approbation, but by the commendation of itto his 
Deareſt ( hildren. On which account, I am more 
encouraged to hope for your Majeſties acceptance 
of this, becauſe it appears under the Shadow, as well 


as for the Defence,of ſo great a Name. And ſince 
God hath bleſſed Your Majeſty with ſo happy and 
rare a mixture, of Power, and Sweetneſs of Temper, 
May they be ſtill imployed in the Love and Defence 
of our Reformed Church, which is the hearty 


prayer of 
A? 


Your Mayeſttes moſt Loyal 


and Obedient Subjec7, 


E. STILLINGFLEET, 
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PREFACE 


TO THE 


READER 


DST is now abouta twelvemonth, ſince there ap- 
Y& peared to the world a Book, under the Title 
of Dr. Lawd's Labyrinth , but, with the uſual 
ſincerity of thoſe perſons, pretended to be 
Printed ſome years before. It is not the buſt 
neſs of this Preface to enquire, Why if Printed 
then, it remained ſo long unpubliſhed, but to acquaint the 
Reader with the ſcope and defign of that Book, and of this 
which comes forth as a Reply to it. There are three things 
mainly in diſpute between us, and thoſe of the Church of Rome, 
iz. Whether they, or we, give the more ſatisfaory account 
of the Grounds of Faith ? Whether their Charch, ot ours, be guilty 
of the charge of Schiſm ? And, Whether their Church be juſtly 
accuſed by us of introducing many Erroxrs and Superſtitions ? 
In the handling of thee, all our preſent Debate conſiſts ; and 
therefore, for the greater Advantage of the Reader, I have diſtri- 
buted the whole into three diſtin& parts : which I thoughe 
more commodious, than carrying it on in one continued dif- 
courſe. And, left our 4Adwerſaries ſhould complain, that we 
ſtill proceed iv a deſtrutive way, I have not only endeavoured 
to lay open the palpable weakneſs of their Cauſe, but to give a 
rational account of our own Doctrine in oppofition to gheirs. 
Which I have eſpecially done in the great Controverſie of the 
a 2 Reſolution 
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Reſolution of Faith, as being the moſt difficult and important of 
any other.I hope the Reader will have no cauſe to blame me for 
falſe or impertinent Allegations of the Fathers,fince it hath been 
ſo mach my buſineſs to diſcover the fraud of our Adrverſaries in 
char particular : which 1 have chiefly done from the ſcope and 
deſignof thoſe very Books, out of which their teſtimonies are 
produced. In many of the particular Differences, I have made 
uſe of ſeveral of their late Writers againſt themſelves , both to 
let them ſee, how much P4ery begins tro grow weary of it ſelf, 
and, how unjuſtly they condema us for denying thoſe things, 
which the moderate and rational men of their own fide dil- 
own, and diſpute againſt as well as we; and chiefly to unde- 
ceive the world, as to their great pretence of Unity among 
themſelves. Since their Diviſions are grown to ſo great a 
height both at home, and in foreign parts, that the diſſenting 
parties mutually charge each other with Hereſie, and that abour 
their great Foundation of Faith, wiz, the Popes Infallibility ; The 
Fanſeniſts 1n France,and agorwng party in England, charging the 
Feſuits with Hereſie in aſſerting ir,as they do them with the lame 
fordenying it. Asto my elf, 1 only declare, that 1 have with 
freedom and impartiality enquired into the Reaſons on both 
fides, and no intereſt hath kept me from wg that'ſ1de of the 
ballance fall, where I ſaw the greater weight of reaſon. In which 
reſpe&t, 1 have been ſo far from diflembling the force of any 
of our Adrverſaries Arguments, that if I could add greater 
weight to them, 1 have done it ; being as unwilling to abuſe 
my ſelf as the world. And therefore have not only conſult- 
ed their greateſt Authours, eſpecially the three famous ( ardi- 
nals, Baronius, Bellarmin, .and Perron , but the chiefeſt of thole, 
who, under the name of Conciliators, have put the faireſt Var- 
niſh on the Dofrine of that Church. However, I have kept 
cloſe to my Adrerſary, and followed him through all his 
windings, from which I return with this ſatisfa&tion to m 

ſelf, that 1 have vindicated his Lordſhip and Truth together. 
As to the ſtyle and way of writing 1 uſe, all that I have co ſay, 
is, that my deſign hath been to joyn clearneſs of Exprefhion, 
with evidence of Reaſon. What ſucceſs I have had in it, muſt 
be left to the Readers judgement , 1 only defire him to lay afide 
prejudice as much in judging, as 1 have done in writing , other- 
wile 1 deſpair of his doing me right, and of my doing him 
good. For, though reaſon be tratable and ingenuous, yet - 
prejudice and intereſt arc invincible things. Having 
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Having done thus much by way of Preface, 1 ſhall not de- 
tain thee longer,by aparticular Anſwer to the impertinencies of 
our Axtbours Preface, ſince there is nothing contained therein, 
bur what is abundantly anſwered in a more proper place. 
AndI cannot think it reaſonableto abuſe fo _ the Readers 
Appetite, as to give him a tedious Preface to cloy his ſtomachs 
It any, after peruſal of the whole, ſhall think fit to return an 
Anſwer, if they doit fairly and rationally, they ſhall receive 
the ſame civility, if with clamour and impertinency, 1 only 
ler them koow, 1 have nor leiſure enough to kill Fhes, though 
they make a troubleſome noiſe; 1f any ſervice be doneto God, 
or the Church, by this preſent work, next to that Dirvine 4ſ5i- 
ſtance, through which I have done it, thou oweſt it to thoſe 
great Pillars of our Church , by whoſe command and cncou« 
ragement I undertook it, Who the Authour was of the Book 
I anſwer, I have been the leſs ſolicitous to enquire, becauſe 
I would not betray the weakneſs of my cauſe, by mixing per- 
ſonal matters in debates of ſo great importance; And, whe- 
ther he be now living, or dead,l ſuppoſe our Adverſaries cannot 
think it at all material, unleſs they judge that their Cauſe doth 


liveand dye with him, 
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Of the Univerſal Church. 


He Lorton of Schiſm explained, The natare of it enquired into. Several 

general Principles laid down for clearing the preſent Controverfie, Three 
grounds of the charge of Schiſm on Proteſtant Churches by our Authour. The firſt, 
of the Roman Churcbes being the Cathoiick Church, entred upon. How far the 
Roman Church may be ſaidto be a true Church. The diſtinftion of a Church mo- 
rally,and metaphyſically true, juſtified. The grounds of the Unity of the Catholick 
Charch, as to Dottrine and Government. Cardinal Perron's diſtinfion of the 
formal, cauſal, and participative Catholick Church examined, The true ſenſe 
of the Catholick Chnrch in Antiquity manifeſted from $. Cyprian, and ſeveral 
. Caſes happening in hu time : as, the Schiſm of Novatianus at Rome the caſe 
of Felicifimus and Fortunatus. Several other Inflances out of Antiquity to 
the ſame purpoſe,by all whichit s manifeſt that the Unity of the Catholick Church 
had no dependence on the Church of Rome. The ſeveral Teſtimonies to the con- 
trary,of $S. Ambroſe, $. Hierom, John Patriarch of Conſtantiople, S. Au- 
guſtine, Optatus, &c. particularly examined, and all found ſhort of proving 
that the Romas Charch t the Catholick Church. The ſeveral Anſwers of his 
Lordſhip to the Teftimonies of $. Cyprian, $, Hierom, $8, Greg. Nazianzen, 
S, Cyril, an4 Ruffinus, aboxt the Infalibility of the Church of Rome, ju ftified. 
From all which it appears, that the making the Roman Church 10 be the Catho- 
lick, i a great Novelty, and perfett Peſwitiſm. P. 289, 


Cuayr, II. 
Proteſtants no Schiſmaticks. 


Schiſm a culpable Separation ; therefore the Queſtion of Schiſm muſt be deter- 
mined by enquiring into the cauſes of it.The plea from the Church of Rome's be- 
ing once aright Church, conſidered. No neceſdity of aſſigning the punitual time 

when 
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when errours crept in'o her, An account wy the originals of errours ſeem ob- 
{cure. By Stapictons onfeſiron, rhe Roman 414 Catholick Charch w:re not the 
ſome. ht tal t'y of that aſſertion manifeſted, that there could be ng pure Church 

ince the Apoſt'cs times, if the Roman Church were co rupt, Noone particalar 
Church ſyee from corruptions , yet no ſepara:ion from the Cathalick Church, How 
far the Catholick Church may be ſaid to erre, Meu may bave diſtinft communion 
from any 0-e purticy ar Church, yes not ſeparate from the Catholick Church. The 
Teftrmony of Verrus de Alltaco vindicated, Bellarmin not mi{ cited, Almain 
full to his Lorijhips purpeſe. The Romaniſts guilty of the preſent Schiſm, and not 
Proteſtunts, 1n wha ſen/z there can be no juſt cauſe of Schiſms, and how far that 
concerns enr caſe, Protcft nts did nor depart from the Church of Rome, but were 
thru? ont of it. Th: Vindication of the Church of Ro ne from Schiſm, at laſt 4e- 


pends upon the two fa'ſe Principles, of her infallibility, and being the Catholick 


Charch. The Teſtimonies of 3. Bernard, and $ Auſtin not to the purpoſe, The 
Catalogue of Fundamentals, the Churches not errins, Oc. referr'd back to their 


proper places. | P. 324. 


CHapPe,. III. 
Ot keeping Faith with Hereticks, 


The occaſion of this Diſpute, The reaſon why this Deftrine is not commonly dc- 
fended : Tet all own ſuch Principles from whence # neceſ[ar ly follows. The mat- 
ter of fat as 19 the Conncil of Conſtance, and John Hus, opened. Of the nature 
of the ſafe conduft granted him by the Emperonr, that it was not «general one, 
ſalva juſtir'a, bat particular, jure ſpecializ which ts largely proved. The particu- 
lars concerning Hierom of Prague, Of the [afe-condutt granted by the Council 
of Trent. of the diſl;nf 10 ef Secular and Eceleſtaſtical Power, and that from 
thence it follows, that Faith is nt to be kept with Hirat: cks, Simancha, and ſe+ 
weral othirs fully aſſert this Dottrine. Of the Invitation tothe Council of Trent, 
and th: good Inſtrudtions there ; and of Publick Diſputation. P. 343. 


Cn 4” IV. 
The Reform:tion of the Church of Enzland juſtified, 


The Charch of Rome guilty of Sch:ſm, by unjuſtly caſing Proteſtants out of 
Communion, Tie Cemmunion of 8'e Cathol ck and particular Charches , diſftin- 
ew'ſh:d, Ne ſeparation of Proteſtants from the Catholick Church. The Dewvotiens 
of the Churc9 6f England and Rome compared. Particular Churches Power to 
relorm themſelves tn caſe of general Corruption, proved, The Inſtance from the 
Church of Judah vindicated. The Church of Rome paralleld with the ten Tribes, 
Gener.l Corruptions mate Reformation the more neceſſary. Whether thoſe things 
we condemn as errours were Cathelick Tenets at the time of the Reformation, The 
contrary ſhewed, and the d fſerence of the Church of Rome before and ſince the 
Reformation, When things may be ſaid to be received as Cathelick Doftrines, 
How far particular Churches Power ts reform themſelves extends, His Loriſhips 
Inſtances fer the Power of Provincial Councils in matters of Refermation vindt- 
Caged. The pariicular caſe of the Church of England diſcuſſed. The proceedings 
in our Reformation defended,” The Chnrch of England a trae Church. The Na- 
tianal Synod 1562. alawful Synod, The B ſh:ps no intruders in Queen Eliza- 
berh's 14m, The juſt:ce and mod ration cf the Church o' Eogland in her Re- 
ferraation. ihe Pop:s Power here, a forcible and fraudulent Wſurpation. 


P. 3506. 
b 2 Cnay, 
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OCuar, V. 
Of the Roman Churches Authority, 


the Queſtion concerning the Church of Rome's Authority entred upon. How 
far our Church,in reſorming her ſelf, condemns the Church of Rome.1he Pope's 
equality with other Patriarchs,aſſerted.1he Arabick Canons of the Nicene Conn- 
cil proved to be ſuppoſititious.ThePolity of the Ancient Church diſcovered from the 
ſixth Canon of the Conncil of Nice. The Rights of Primrats and Mectropolitans 
fſetled by it. Theſuitablencſs of the Eccleſiaſtical,to the Civil Government, That 
the Biſhop of Rome had then a limitted Juriſdiction within the Juburbicary 
Churches; as Primate of the Roman Dioceſe. Of the Cypria n Priviledee ;, that 
it was not peculiar, but common to all Trimats of Dioceſes. Of the Pope's Pri- 
macy according to the Canons, how far pertinent to our diſpute, How far the 
Pope's Confirmation requiſite to new eleted Patriarchs, Of the Synodical and 
Communicatory Letters. 1he teſtimonies of Perrus de Marca concerning the 
Pope's Power of confirming and depoſing Biſhops, The Inſtances brought for it, 
conſidered. The caſe of Athanaſius being reſtored by Julius, truly ſtated, The 
proceedings of Conſtantine in the caſe of the Donatiſt s cleared,and the evidence 
thence againſt the Pope's Supremacy. Of the Appeals of Biſhops to Rome, how 
far allowed by the Canons of the Church, The great caſe of Appeals between the 
Roman ard African Biſhops diſcuſſed. That the appeals of Biſhops were prohi- 
bited, as well as thoſe of the inferiour Clergy, T. C s. fraud in citing the Epiſtle 
of the African Biſhops. for ackxowledging Appeals to Rome. The contrary ma- 
rifeſted ſrom the ſame Epiſtle to Boniface, and the other to Corleſtine. The ex- 
emption of the Ancient Britannick. Church from any ſubjedion to the See of 
Rome. aſſerted. The caſe of Wilfrids Appeal anſwered. 1he Primacy of England 
not derived from Gregory's Grant to Auguſtine the Monk, The Ancient Prima- 
cy of the Britannick Church not loſt upon the Saxon Converſion, Of the ſi ate of 
the Atrican Churches, after their denying Appeals to Rome.The riſe of the Pope's 
Greatneſs under Chriſtian Emperours. Of the Decree of the Sardican Synod, in 
caſe of Appeals , whether eger received by the Church : No evidence thence of 
the Pope's Supremacy. Loſimus his forgery in ſending the Sardican Canons in- 


ſtead of the Nicene, The weakneſs of the Pleas for it, manifeſted. p. 382, 
v Crap. VT. 


Of the Title of Univerſal Biſhop. 


In what ſenſe the Title of Univerſal Biſhop was takep in Antiquity, A three- 
fold acceptation of it:4s importing 1, A general care over the Chriſtian Churches, 
which is attributed to other Catholick biſhops by Antiquity, beſides the Biſhop of 
Rome, as zs largely proved. 2, A peculiar dignity over the Churches within the 
Roman Empire, This acconnted then Oecumenical, thence the Biſhops of the 
feat of the Empire called Oceumenical Biſhops : and ſometimes of other Patriar- 
chal Churches, %, Noting Univerſal juriſdiction over the whole Church as Head 
of it, ſo never given in {ntiquity to the Biſhop of Rome, The ground of the Con- 
teſt about this Title between the Biſhops of Rome and Conſtantinople, Of the 
proceedings of the Council of Chalceden, about the Popes Supremacy, Off c 
Grammatical and AMetaphorical ſenſe of this Title. Many arguments to prove it 
71poſſuble that $, Gregory ſhould underſtand it in the Gramnratical 'ſenſe.gI he 
great abjurdities conſequent upon it, $8, Gregory 5 Reaſons proved to hull 
againſi that ſenſe of it, which js admitted in the Church of Romc, . Of Irena ys 
"3 oppoſition to Victor. Victor's excommunicating the Aftan Biſhops,arenes ng 
authority he bad over ther What the more powerful principality indycnxus js, 
Ruthnus 
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Ruffinus bis Interpretation of the 6. Nicene Canon vindicated. The Suburbi- 
eary Churches cannot be underſtood of all the Churches in the Roman Empire, 
1 he Pope no Infallible £ucceſſour of 8. Peter, nor ſo acknowledged to be by Epi- 
phanius. S. Feter had no Supremacy of Power over the Apoſtles, P. 422. 


Cuaye. VII. 
The Popes Authority not proved from Scripture, or Reaſon, 


The inſufficiency of the proofs from Scripture, acknowledged by Romaniſts 
themſelves. The impertinency of Luke 22. 32. to that purpoſe. No proofs of- 
fered for it, but the juſpeTed teſtimonies of Popes in their own cauſe. That no In- 
fallibility can thence come to the Pope, as 8, Peters Succeſſour, confeſſed, and 
proved by Vigorius, and Mr, White. The weakneſs of the evaſron of the Popes 
erring as aprivate Doctor, but not as Pope, acknowledged by ther, Joh. 21. 1 of 
proves nothing towards the Popes Suprezrucy. How far the Popes Authority is 
owned by the Romaniſts over Kings. T, C's. beggings of the Queſtion, and te- 
dious repetitions, paſt over. The Argument ſrom the necejſuty of a living Judge, 
conſidered. The Government of the Church not Monarchical, but Ariſtocrati- 
cal, The inconveniencies of Monarchical Government in the Church, manife- 
fted from reaſon. No evidence that Chriſt intended to inſtitute ſuch Government 
in hs Church, but much againſt it. The Communicatory letters in the primitive 
Church,argued an Ariſtocracy.Gerlons teſtimony ſrorr his Book de Auteribili- 
tate Papx, explained and vindicated. $. Hieroms teſtimony full againſt a Mo- 
marchy in the Church. The inconſiſtency of the Popes Monarchy with that of 
temporal Princes, The Supremacy of Princes in Eccleſiaſtical matters, aſſertcd 
by the Scripture and Antiquity,as well as the Church of England, P. 45I> 


Cnayr., VIIT.* 
Of the Council of Trert., 


The Illegality of it manifeſted, firſt from the inſufſ:ciency of the Rule it pro- 
ceeded by, different from that of the firſt General Councils, and ſrom the Popes 
Preſidency in it. The matter of Right concerning it, diſcuſſed. In what caſes 
Superiours may be excepted againſt as Barties, The Pope jujtly excepted againſt 
as a Party, and therefore ought zot to be Judge, The Necejjuty of a Keformation 
in the Court of Rome, acknowledged by Roman Catholicks, The natter of fatt 
enquired into, as tothe Popes Preſidency in General Councils, Aotius did not 
preſide in the Nicene Conncil as the Popes Legat, The Pope hadnothing to do in 
the jecond General Council, Two Councils beld at Conſtantinople, within two 
years ;, theſe ſtrangely wi Jae tp The miſtake made evident. S. Cyril not 
Preſident m the third General Council as the Popes Legat. No ſufficient evi- 
dence of the Popes Preſdency in following Councils. The juſtneſSof the Excep- 
tion againſt the place, manifeſted ; and againſt the freedom of the Council ſro 
the Oath taken by the Biſhops to the Pope. The form of that Oath in the time of 
the Conncil of Trent. Proteſtants not condemned by General Councils, The 
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Grecks and others unjuſtly excluded as Schiſmaticks, The Exception ſrom the - 


Small number of Biſhops cleared and vindicated. A General Conncil in Anti- 
qulyy not ſo called from the Popes General Summons, In what ſenſe a General 
Conntil repreſents the whole Church. The vaſt differevce between the proceed- 
ings in the Council of Nice, and that at Trent. The Exception from the nunt- 
ber F Italian Biſhops, juſtified. How far the Greek Church and the Patriarch 
Hieremias may be ſaid to condemn Proteſtants ;, with an account of the pro- 
ceedings between then, P. 475 
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Of Particular Controverſies. : 


Cuae. I. f: 
Of the InfalMbility of General Councils. | 


Fj Ow far this tends to the ending Controverſies. Two diſtin Queſtions 
kt concerning the Infallibility and Authority of General Councils. 1he firſt 
entred upon, with the ſtate of the Queſtion, That there can be no cei tainty of 
- faith, that General Councils are Infallible ;, nor, that the particular decrees of 
any of them are ſo : which are largely proved. Pighius his Arguments againſt 
the Divine Inſtitution of General Councils. The places of Scripture conſidered, 
which are brought for the Churches Infallibility, and that theſe cannot prove 
that General Councils are ſo : Matth. 18. 20. ACt. 15. 28. particularly anſwer- 
ed, Theſenſe of the Fathers in their high expreſſions of the Decrecs of Conn- 
cils, Noconſent of the Church as to their Infullibility, The place of St, Au- 
ſtin about the amendment of former General Councils by latter, at large wvin- 
dicated, No other place in St. Auſtin prove them TInfallible, but many to the 
contrary, General Councils cannot be Infallible in the concluſton, if not in the 
uſe of the means, No ſuch Tnfallibility witl out as immediate a Revelation as 
the Prophets and Apoſtles had : taking Infallibility not for an abſolute unerrirg 
Power, but ſach s comes by a promiſe of Divine Alſiſtance preſerving from er- 
rour. No obligation to internal aſſent, but from immediate Drvine Authority. 
Of the conſiſtency of Faith and Reaſon in things proponnded to be believed. The 
ſuitableneſs of the contrary Dodrine to the Romaniſt s principles, P. 505» 


Cuavye., T1], 
Of the Uſe and Authority ot General Councils. 


The denying the Infalribility of General Conncils takes not away their Vſe 
and Authority. Of the ſubmijſuon due to them by all particular perjons. How 
far external obedience is required in caſe they erre, No violent opjg{tion to 
be made againſt them. Rare Inconveniencies hinder not the effet Bf a jr{t 
power, 1t carinot rationally be ſuppoſed, that ſuch General Councils as are here 
meant ſhould of ten or dangerouſiy erre. The true notion of a General Conncil 
explaized, The Freedom requiſits in the proceedings of it, The Rule it mujt 
judge by Great Difference between external obedience, and internal aj- 
ſent to the Decrees of Councils, This latter unites men in errour, not the for- 
mer, As great uncertainties ſuppoſing General Conncils Infaliible as not, Not 
/o great certainty requiſite for ſubmijjuon 4s Faith, Whether the Romaniſts Do- 
Grine of the Infallibility of Councils, or ours, tend more to the Churches peace? 
St. Aultin explained. The Keyes according to him given to the Church, No 
unremediable inconvenience. ſuppoſing a General Council erre, But errours 71 
Faith are ſo, ſuppoſing them Infallible when they arc not. the Church hath 
fower to reverſe the Decrees of General Connuils, ile power of Conncals not by 
Divine In;ſtitutio n. The unreaſonablencſs of making the Inſallibaliny of Conn- 
cils deper:d on the Popes Confirmation, No conſent awzong the Komanije s about 
the ſil jel] of Infillibility, whether in Pope or C ouncils, No evidence from 
Seriptari, Reaſon, or Antiquity, for the Popes perſonal Irnfallibilitys P+« 553» 


CHAP, 
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Caray, II]. 
Of- the errours of pretended General Councils. 


The erroneows DoFrine of the Church of Rome in making the Prieſts inten- 
tion neceſſary to the eſſence of Sacraments.That Principle deſtruGive to all cer- 
rainty of Faith, upon our Authours grounds. The abſurdity of aſſerting, That 
Conncils define themſelves to be Infallible. Sacramental ations ſufficiently di- 

ſtinguiſhed ſfom others without the Prieſt s Intention. Of the moral aſſurance of 
the Prieſts Intention, and the inſufficiency of a meer virtual Intention.The Popes 
confirmation of Councils ſuppoſeth perſonal Infallibility.. Tranſubſtantiation an 
errour decreed by Pope and Council. The repugnancy of it to the grounds of 
Faith. The Teſtimonies brought for it out of Antiquity examin'd at large, and 
ſhewed to be far from proving Tranſubſtantiation. Communion in one kind a 
violation of Chriſts Inſtitution. The Decree of the Conncil of Conſtance implyes 
4 non obſtante to it. The wralterable nature of Chriſts Inſtitution cleared. 
The ſeveral Evaſions conſidered and anſwered. No publick Communion in one 
kind for a thouſand years after Chriſt, The indiſpenſableneſs of Chriſts Inſtitu- 
tion owned by the Primitive Church. Of Invocation of Saints,and the Rhetori- 
cal expreſſions of the Fathers which gaue occaſion to it, No footfteps of the In- 
vocation of Saints in the three firſt Centuries; nor precept or example in Scri- 
pture,as our Adverſaries confeſs. Evidences againſt Invocation of Saints front 
the Chriſtians Anſwers to the Heathens, The worſhip of Spirits and Heroes 
among the Heathens. juſtifiable on the ſame grounds that Invocation of Saints 
i in the Churchof Rome. Commemoration of the Saints without Invocation, 
in $8, Auſtins time. Invocation of Saints as praFiſed in the Church of Rome,a 
derogation tothe merits of Chriſt. Of the worſhip of Images and the near ap- 
proach to Pagan Idolatry therein. No Uſe or Veneration of Images in the Pri- 
mitive Church, The Church of Rome juſtly chargeable with the abuſes com- 
mitted in the worſhip'of Images, Page 554+ 


Cua?. IV. 
' Of the poſſibility of Salvation in the Roman Church, 


Proteſt ants Conceſſions ought not to be any ground to prefer the Communion 
of the Church of Rome. How far thoſe Conceſſions extend. The uncharitable- 
eſs of Romaniſts, if they yield not the ſame to us, The weakneſs of the Argu- 
ments to prove the Roman Church the ſafer way to Salvation on Proteſtant prin- 
ciples. The dangerows DoGrines of Romaniſts about the eaſineſs of ſalvation, 
by the Sacrament of Pennance. The caſe parallePd between the Donatiſts and 
Romaniſts, in denying ſalvation to all but themſelves ; and the advantages 
equal from their adverſaries Conceſſrons, The advantage of the Proteſtants, 
if that be the ſafeſt way which both parties are agreed in, manifeſted and vin- 
dicated in ſeveral particulars, The Principle it ſelf at large ſhewed to be a meer 
contingent Propefiien and ſuch as may lead to Hereſte and Infidelity. The caſe 
of the Leaders in the Roman Church, and others, diſtinguiſhed. The Errours 
and Superſtitions of the Romag Church, make its communion very dangerous 
in order to Salvation. Page 611, 


C H AP, V, 
The Safety of the Proteſtant Faith. 


The ſufficiency of the Proteſtant Faith to Salvation, manifeſted by diſproving 
the Cavils againſt it. T.C's tedious Repetitions paſſed over. The Argument 
from Poſſeſſwn at large conſider d, No Preſcription allowable, where the Law 
hath 
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hath antecedently determined the right. Of the Infallibility of Oral Tradition. 
That. contrary to the received DoArine of the Roman Church ; and in it ſelf 
unreaſonable. The Ground: of it examined. The ridiculouſneſs of the Plea 
of bare Poſſeſſion, diſcovered. Gencral Anſwers returned to the remaining 
Chapters, conſijting wholly of things already diſcuſſed. The place of $.Cyprian 


to Cornelius particularly vindicated. The proof of Succejſuon of Dottrine lyes 


on the Romaniits by their own principles, Page 625. 


© HAP. VI, 
The Senſe of the Fathers concerning Purgatory. 


. The Advantage which comes to the Church of Rome, by the Dodrine of Pur- 

eatory thence the boldneſs of our Adverſaries in contending for it. The Senſe 

of the Roman Church concerning Purgatory, explained. The Controverſie be- 
| tween the Greek and Latin Church concerning it. The Difference in the Church 

of Rome about Purgatory. Some general Conſiderations about the Senſe of the 
Fathers, as to its being an Article of Faith. The Doubtfulneſs and Uncertainty 
of the Fathers Judgements in this particular, manifeſted by 8. Auſtin the firſt 
who ſeemed to aſſert a Purgation before the day of Judgement. Prayer for the 
Dead uſed in the Aucient Church, doth not inferr Purgatory. The Primate of 
Armagh vindicated from our Adverſaries Calunmies. The general Intention 
of the Church diſtinguiſhed from the private Opinions of particular perſons, 
The Prayers of the Church reſpeFed the day of Judgement, The Teſtimonies 
of the Fathers in behalf of Purgatory, examined, particularly of the pretended 
Dionyſius, Tertullian, 8.Cyprian, Origen, S.Ambroſe, $.Hierom, S.Baſtil, 
Nazianzen, L a&tantius, Hilary, Gregory Nyſlen, &c. And not one of there 
aſſerts the Purgatory of the Church of Rome. $8. Auſtin doth not contradit 
himſelf about it. The DoGrine of Purgatory no elder than Gregory 1. and 
built on Credulity and Superſtition. The Churches Infallibility made at laſt 
the Foundation of the belief of Purgatory. The Falſity of that Principle : and the 

whole concluded. Page 636. 
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Errata fic corrige. 


P-e* 211 12: for which r them p 37 marg. for 8x01 ax. 405.r 447. Þ48138 for wniformally r uai- 
form'y p 64 1 29 for That r that. p68 1 1 for Scepr:ſciſmr Scepticiſm. p73 1 46for diſſents r aſſeats, 
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The Occaſion of the Conference, and Defence of the Greek Church. 


T. C+. Title examined and retorted. The Labyrinth found in his Book 
and Dofirine. The occaſion of the Conference about the Churches infalli- 
bility. Theriſe of the diſpute about the Greek Church, and the conſequences 
from it. The charge of Hereſte againſt the Greek Church examined, and ſhe 
found, Not-guilty,by the concurrent teſtimony of Fathers, General Conncils, 
and Popes. Of the Conncil of Florence and the proceedings there ; That 
Council neither General nor Free, The diſtin&ion of Ancient and Modern 
Grecks diſproved. The debate of the Filioque being inſerted into the Creed, 


The time when and the right by which it was done, diſcuſſed, The riſe of the + 


Schiſm between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches, mainly occaſioned by the 
Church of Rome. 


& Hat which is the common ſubtilty of Aale-faFors, to de- 
rivc, it potlible, the imputation of that fault on the per- 
ſons of their Accuſers,which they are moſt lyable to be 
charged with themlelves, is the great Artitice made utc 
of by you in the Tztle and Deſzgxe of your Book, For 
there being nothing which your Party 1s more juſtly 

"T acculed tor, than involving and perplexing the grounds 
of Chriſtian Faith under a pretext of Infallibility 1m your Church, you 
thought you could not better avoid the odin of it, then by a contident 
recrimination : And from hence it 1s that you call his Lordihips Book a 
Labyrinth, and pretend to diſcover his abſtruſe turnings, ambiguous wind- 
7ngs, and intricate Meanders, as you are pleaſcd to {tile them. But thoſe 
who will take the pains to earch your Book tor the diſcoveries made in it, 
will find themſelves little ſatisfied bur only in theſe, that no caule can be fo 
bad, but interefled perſons will plead for-it 5 and no writing fo clear and 
exact, but a perplexed mind will imagine nothing but Aearders in it. And 
if dark paſlages and intricate windings, it obicure ſenſe and perplexed 
conlequences, if uncertain wandrings and frequent {elt-contradictions may 
make a writing be call'd a Labyrinth, I know no Modern Artiſt who comes 
ſo near the {kill of the Cretan Artificer as your ſelf. Neither is this meerly 
your own fault ; but, the nature of the cauſe whole detence you have 
clpouted, 
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eſpouſed, is ſuch, as will not admit of being handled in any other manner. 
For you might afloon hope to perſwade a Traveller that his neareſt and 
ſafeſt way was through ſuch a Labyrinth as that of Creet, as convince us 
that the beſt and ſureſt. Reſolution of our Faith is into your Churches 1n- 


fallibility. And while you give out, that all other grounds of Chriſtiar 


Faith are uncertain, and yet are put to ſuch miſerable ſhifts in defence of 
your own, inſtead of eſtabliſhing the Faith of Chriſt;ans, you expole Chri- 


ſtianity it ſelf to the ſcorn and contempt of Atheiſts, who need nothing 


more to confirm them in their 1»fidelity, then ſuch a ſenſeleſs and unrea- 
ſonable way of proceeding as you make ule of, for laying the Foundations 
of Chriſtian Faith, Your great Principle being, that no Faith can be 
Divine, but what is Infallible ; and none Infallible, but what is built on a 
Divine and Infallible Teſtimony ; and that this Teſtimony 1s only that of 
the preſent Catholick Church ; and that Church none but yours : and yet 
after all this you dare not ſay the Teſtimony of your Church is Divize, but 
only in a ſort and after a manner. You pretend that our Faith is vain and 
uncertain, becauſe built only on Moral certainty and Rational evidence 
and yet you have no other proof for your Churches Infallibility, but the 
motives of credibility. You offer to prove the Churches Infallibility 1n- 
dependently on Scripture; and yet challenge no other Infallibility but 
what comes by the promiſe and afliſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, which de- 
pends wholly on the Truth of the Scripture. You ſeek todilparage Scri- 
ptnre on purpoſe to advance your Churches Autkority, and yet bring your 
greateſt evidences of the Churches Authority from it. By which Authority 
of the Church you often tell us that Chriſtzan Religion can only be proved 
to be Infallibly true, when if but one errour be found in your Chyrch, 
her Infallible Teſtimony is gone, and what becomes then of Chriſtian Re- 
ligion* And all this is managed with a peculiar regard to the Intereſt of 
Jour Church, as the only Catholick Church, which you can never attempt to 
prove but upon fuppolition of the Truth of Chriſtzanity, the belict of which 
yet you ſay depends upon your Churches being the True and Catholick, 
Church, Theſe. and many other ſuch as thele, will be found the rare and 
coherent Principles of your Faith and Doctrine, which I have here only 
given this taſte of, that the Reader may ſec with what honour to your 
{clt and advantage to your Cauſc,you have beſtowed the Title of Labyrinth 
on his Lordſk.ips Book, 

But yet you might be pardonable, if rather through the weakneſs of 
your Cauſc than your ill management of it, you had brought us into theſe 
amazing Labzrinths : it you had left us any thing whereby we might hope 
to be ſately directed in our pallage through them : Whereas you not only 
endcavour to put men out of the True way, but uſe your greateſt induſtry 
to keep them from a poſſibility of returning into it : by not only ſug- 
geſting falſe Principles to them, but decrying the uſe of thoſe things 
which ſhould diſcover their falſity. For although the judgement of ſenſe 
were that which the Apoſtles did appeal to (that which we have ſeen and 
heard — declare we unto you ) ; although that were the greateſt and ſureſt 
evidence to them of the Keſurrefion of Chriſt ; although Chriſt himſelf 
condenmed them for their unbelief and hardneſs of heart, becauſe they believed 
not them which had ſeen him after he was riſen ;, yet according to your Prin- 
ciples men muſt have a care of relying on the judgement of ſenſe in mat- 
ters of Faith, leſt perchance they ſhould not believe that great Afront to 
humane Nature, the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. Neither arc men 

only 
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Scripture and Reaſon ; tor thelc are pretended to be uncertain, fallible, nay, 
dangerous without the Churches Infallibility : So that the ſhort of your 
grounds of cſtabliſhing Faith,is, It we will find our way,we muſt renounce 
the judgement of ſenſe and rcaſon, ſubmit our ſelves and Scripture to an 
Tufallible Guide, and then you tel] us WC Cannot mils of our way 3 when it 
is impofiible tor us to know our Gnzde, without the ule of thoſe things 
which we arc bid to renounce. Theſe things laid together make us ad- 
mire morc at your confidence than 7vention in making the current title of 
your Book to be Dr. Lawd's Labyrinth, in which it is hard to lay, whether 
your immodclty or blindneſs be the greater. _ =, 

But as though you were the only Heroes for aflerting the Chriſtian 
Cauſe, and all others but more ſ#btle betrayers of it, you begin your Book 
with a molt ingenious compariſon of the learned labours of thoſe of your 
Church to the ſtately Temple of Solomonzand the artificial but peiferecs works 
of all Heretical Authors (1. e. all but your ſelves) to Labyrinths and intri- 
cate Dungeons, In which only your diſcretion is to be commended, in pla- 
cing this at the entrance of your Book 3 for wholocver looks but further 
into it, and comparcs it with that you pretend to anſ{wer,will not condemn 
the choice of your Similitudes, but your forgetfulncls in milapplying them, 
But it matters not what titles you grve to the books of our, Authors, unlels 
you were better able to confute them: and if no other book of any late 
Proteſtant Writer hath been any more diſcovered to be of this intangling 
ature, than this of his Lordſhip (whom you call ozr grand Author) is by 
you, you may vcry juſtly ſay of them as you do in the next words, they 
are very liable to the ſame Reproach: Tn which we commend your inge- 
nuity, that when you had lo lately dilparaged our Authors and Writings, 
you ſo ſuddenly wipe off thoſe Aſperſrons again by giving them the defer- 
ved name of Keproaches, When youſay his Lordthips Book 7s zroft arti- 
ficially compoſed, we have reaſon to believe lotair a Teſtimony from a pro- 
tclled Adverlary ; but when notwithſtanding this you call it a Labyrinth, 
we can interpret it only as a fair plea tor your not being able to anlwer it, 
And who can blame you for calling that a Labyrinth in which you have 
ſo miſerably loſt your (clt ? . but, in pity to you, and juſtice tothe cauſe ] 
have undertaken, I ſhall endeavour with all Kindneſs and fairneſs to re- 
duce you out of your {trange cntanglements into the plain and cafic paths 
of Truth 5 which I doubt not to cttect by your own Clew of Scripture and 
Tradition, by which you may ſoon diſcover what a Labyrinth you were 
in your {cIf, when you kad thought to have made diredive Marks (as you 
callthcm) tor others to avoid it, 

To omit therefore any further preface, IT ſhall wait upon you to part1- 
culars ; the firſt of which is, the Occaſion of the Conference, which (you lay ) 
was for the ſatisfattion of an honourable Lady, who having heard it granted 
in a former uf /9 that there miſt be a continual viſible company ever 
ſimce Chriſt teaching unchanged dofrine, in all points neceſſary to ſalvation ;, 
and finding (it leems) in her own reaſon that ſuch a company or Church wmnſt 
not be fallible in its teaching, was in queſt of a Continual, Viſible, Infalltble 
Church, as not thinking it fit for unlearned perſons to judge of particular do- 
drinals, but to depend on the judoement of the true Church, The Queſtion 
then was not concerning a Contiziual and 1 ſible Church, which you ac- 
knowledge was granted, but concerning ſuch a Church as mult be infal- 
lible in all ſhe teaches, (and, if ſhe be infallible, according to your d0- 
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C&trine of Fundamentals, whatever ſhe teaches is neceſlary to ſalvation ) 
which that Lady thought necellary to be firſt determined, becaule, faith 
My, Fiſher, It was not for her, or any other unlearned perſons, to take upon 
them to judge of particulars, without depending upon the judgement of the 
true Church; which ſeeming to allow of ſome ule of our own judgement , 
ſuppoling the Churches Authority, you pervert into theſe words, Not 
thinking it fit to judge, &c. but to depend, &c. But let them be as they will, 
unlels you gave greater reaſorffor them, it is not material which way they 
paſs. For his Lordſhip had returned a ſufficient Anſwer to that pretence 
(which you are content totake no notice of) in ſaying That it 5s very fit 
the people ſhould look to the judgement of the Church before they be too buſre 
with particulars. But yet neither Scripture, nor any good Authority denyes 
them ſome moderate uſe of their own underſtanding and judgement, eſpecially 
in things familiar and evident, which even ordinary capacities may as eaſily 
underſtand as read. And therefore ſome particulars a Chriſtian way judge 
without depending. To which you, having nothing to ſay, run poſt ro 
the buſincſs of 1fallibility : for when it was faid, The Lady deſired to rely 
on an Tnfallible Church, therein, his Lordſhip ſays , either the Jeſuite nor 
the Lady her ſelf ſpake very adviſedly : For an Tnfallible Church denotes a par- 
ticular Church, in that it is ſet in oppoſition to ſome other particular Church 
that js not infallible, Here now you begin your diſcoveries : for you tell 
us.he makes this his firſt crookin his projeed Labyrinth ; which js apparent to 
any man that has eyes, even without the help of a PerſpeFive. As lcldome as 
Perſpedives arc uſed to diſcern the turns of Labyrinths, nothing is lo appa- 
rent, as that your eyes or your judgement were not very good when you 
nſed this expreſſion. For I pray,what crook or turn is there in that, when a 
Lady demanded an infallible Chnrch to her guide, to ſay, that by that que- 
{tion ſhe ſuppoſerh ſoze particular Church as diſtinct from, and oppoſite to 
others, to be i»fallible, No, ſay you, ſhe ſought not any one particular Church 
infallible, in oppoſition to another Church not infallible ; but ſome Church, ſuch 
as might without danger of errour dire her in all dorinal points of Faith, 
Rarcly well diſtinguiſh'd ! Not azy particular Church, but /ozze particu- 
tar Church. For if the enquired after ſome Church, which, without danger of 
errour.nright dire her in all dorinalpoints of Faith, doth the not thereby 
imply, that ſome other Church might bring her into danger of errour 
under pretence of dircCting her in matters of Faith £ and it this be ſoxze 
particular fallible Church,the other muſt be ſore particular infallible Church? 
And is it poſſible to conceive ſome Church that may erre in directing, and 
ſome other that may not erre,without ſome particular Church being taken 
in oppoſition to ſome other Church ? But you would fain perlwade us 
that the force of his Lordſhips Argument reſts wholly »pox the 7zportance 
of the particle a or an, which cannot be applyed but to particulars, which 
you very learnedly diſprove : whereas the main ſtrength of what his Lord- 
thip ſays, depends upon the nature of the queſtion, and the manner of 
propoling it. For the Lady enquiring after ſuch a Church whoſe judge- 
ment ſhe might relye on as to the matters in diſpute in the Chriſtian 
world, mult mcan ſuch a Church whoſe communion muſt be known as di- 
{tint from other Churches which are not infallible; tor otherwile ſhe might 
be deccived {till. And if you give a pertinent anſwer to her queſtion, you 
muſt ſhew her ſome ſuch Church as an 1rfallible Guide, which can be no 
other in this caſe, but ſome particular Church confidered as diſtinct from 
others, For a general anſiyer concerning the Infallibility of the go 
CParch, 
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Church, without ſhewing how the Infallible judgement of that Church may 
be known, can by no means reach the caſc in hand : which doth not 
meerly reſpect an Infallibility in the ſubject, but ſuch an infallibility as may 
be a ſufficient guide in all do@rinal points of Faith, When you fay there- 
fore. ſhe meant no other then the Univerſal viſible Church of Chriſt, you muſt Page 3 
tell us how the Univerſal viſeble Church can become ſuch an Ifalible gride 
in the matters in Controverſie between thoſe Churches, which yet are 
members of that Univerſal viſible Church. For the notion of the Uni- 
verſal Church not being in its nature confined toany one of thele parties, 
but all of them concurring to the making of it up, can no more be an 
TInfallible guide inthe matters in difference.then the common notion of Ani- 
ral candireCt us in judging what Beings are ſexſtive and what rational. 
Therefore though you would fain deceive the world under a pretence of 
the Catholick Church, yet nothing can be more evident, then that in the 
queſtion what Church muſt be a guide in Do@rinal points of Faith, it muſt 
be underſtood of ſome Church as diſtinCt from other Churches which on ght 
not to be relyed on as infallible guides. But the ſubtilty of this is, that 
when you challenge 1fal/ibility to your Church, we ſhould not apprehend 
her as a particular Church, but as the true Catholick Church, which is a thing 
ſoevery way abſurd and unreaſonable, that you had nced ule the greateſt 
Artifice's to diſguile it, which yet can deceive none but luch as are refolved 
to be deceived by them. For any one who had his eyes in his head might 
diſcern without a PerſpeFive, as you ſpeak, that Churches of ſeveral and di- 
ſtinct Communtons trom cach other were placed in competition for 7:- 
fallibility : For Mr, Fiſher's next words are. The Queſtion was, #hich 
was that Church? Do you think he means, Which was that Univerſal viſible 
Church £ Certainly not : for the nature of the Queſtion ſuppoſes ſeveral 
Churches : now 1 think you do not believe, there are ſeveral Univerſal vi- 

ſible Churches, And it immediately follows, 4 Friezd of the Ladies would 
needs defend that not only the Roman, but the Greek Church was right 5, to 
which Mr. Fiſher anſwers, That the Greek Church had erred in matter of 
doftrine. Can any thing be more plain then that this @xcſtzoz doth relate 
to Churches conſidered {cverally and as under diſtinct Communions and 
Denominations, And theretore notwithſtanding your pittiful pretences 
to the contrary, this Queſtion can be no otherwiſe underitood then, as his 
Lordſhip ſaid, of ſome particular Infallible Church, in oppoſition to ſome other 
particular Church which js not Infallible. And if you judge this aw affefed 
mtiſtake as you call it, your diſcerning faculty will be as lyable to Queſtion as 
your Churchcs Infallibility. 

That you might ſcem to avoid the better the force of his Lordſhips Ss. 4- 
following diſcourſe againſt Be//ar-zine about the Infallibility of the par- 
ticular Church of Rome ; you fir{t tell us, That it 3s ſufficient for a Catholick 
to believe that there 3s an Infallibility in the Church, without further obliga- 
tion to examine whether the particular Church of Rome be infallible or no. 
Which is an egregious piece of Sophiſtry.For,put caſe a man believes the 
Catholick Church of all Ages Infallible, but not of any one particular Age fince 
the Apoſtles times; ſuppoſe a man believe the Catholick Church of the pre- 

ſent Age Intallible, but not of any one particular Communion but as it takes . 
in thoſe common truths wherein they are all agreed ; will you ſay this is 
ſufficient for a Catholick to believe without obligation to examine further ? 
If you will, ſpeak it out, and.1 dare fay, you ſhall not have much thanks at 
Rome when you have donc it, But the myſterie is, If a man believes the 
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Roman Church only, to be the Catholick, Church, it is no matter whether he 
enquires whether the Catholick Church be only at Kome or no. It 1s not 
the place, but the communion of the Rowan Church which is now en- 
quired after in the queſtion of Infallibility ; although I cannot ſee but 
thoſe places out of the Fathers which arc produced to prove the Komare 
Church Infallible, will hold for the continuance of that Infallibility in that 
particular place of Rowre, For St. Cyprian faith 


eſeam Principalem &c- Nec copitareyeas eſſe Ro» expreſly of the Romans, that they are ſuch to whone 
2100s ad q140s p/1fidea b:bcre non por eſt acceſſum. Perfidia (what ever be meant by it) cannot have ac- 
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theſe places do in the leaſt import the Infallibility 
of the Roxran Church ( as will be ſhewed in its proper place) but that, on 
ſuppolition that zfallibility were implyed in them, they would hold for 
the Ifallibility of the particular Koxzan Church, And therefore Bel/arszin 
underſtood what he did when he produced theſe places to that purpole, 
eſpecially the Apoſtolical See remaining at Kore, as he ſuppoſeth himſelf in 
this part ofthe @reſtior which he there diſcuſleth. Either therefore you 
muſt aflert that which his Lordſhip learnedly proves, viz. That no ſuch 
thing as Infallibility is intended by any of thele Citations, or elſe that it 
mult extend to the particular Kowan Church, And when you deny this 
to be an Article of Faith among Catholicks, that the particular Roman Church 


(the Apoſtolical See remaining there) 7s 1fallible, prove at your leaſure 


from any of theſe Citations that the Chyrch within the Roman Communion 
is Infallible and not the particular Xo#zar Church, And from what hath 
bcen hitherto ſaid, I am ſo far from ſuſpeCting his Lordſhips candor, as you 
do, that I much rather ſuſpect your judgement, and that you are not much 
uſed to attend to the Conſequences of things, or elſe you would not have 
deſerted Bellarmin in defence of ſo necellary and pertinent a point as the 
Infallibility of the particular Church of Kome. 

Secondly, You anſwer to his Lordſhips Diſcourſe concerning Bellarmir's 
Authorities, That you cannot hold your ſelf obliged to take notice of his pre- 
tended Solutions, till you find them brought to evacuate the Infallibility of the 
Catholick or the Roman Church in its full latitude, us Catholicks ever mean it, 

fave when they ſay the particular Church of Rome. But taking it in as full a 
Latitude as you plealc, I doubt not but to make it appear that the Komar 
Churchis the Roman Church (till, that is, a particular Chrch as diſtin& from 
the Communion of others, and therefore neither Catholick nor 1fallible : 
which I mult refer to the place where you infiſt uponit, which I ſhall do 
without the imitation of your Vanity, in telling your Reader as far as 
eighthly ard laſtly what fine exploits you intend todo there, But uſually 
thoſe who brag moſt of their Valour before-hand thew leaſt in the Com- 
bat, and thus 1t will be found with you. I ſhall let you therefore enjoy 
your ſelf in the pleaſant thoughts of your noble intendments, till we come 
ro the tryal of them 3 and ſo come to the preſent Controverlie concerning 


o 


the Greck Church, 
The Defence of the Greek Church. 
It 1s none of the leaſt of thoſe Arts which you make ule of for the per- 


plexing the Chriſtian Faith, to put men upon enquiring after an I»fallible 
Church, 
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Church, when yet you have no way to diſcern which is lo much as a trxe . 


Church, but by examining the dodrine of it. So that of neceſlity the rule 
of Faith and Doctrine muſt be certainly known, betore ever any one can 
with ſafety depend upon the judgement of any Church. Forthaving al- 
ready proved that there can be no other meaning of the Queſtion con- 
cerning the Church, as here ſtated, but with relation to ſoxze particular 
Church to whoſe Communion the party enquiring might joyn, and whoſe 
judgement might be relyed on 3 we ſee it preſently tollows in the debate, 
Which was that Church ; and it ſeems, as is faid already , a Friend of the 
Ladies undertook to defend that the Greek Church was right, To which 
Mr. Fiſher anſwers, That the Greek Church had plainly changed, and tanght 
falſe in a point of DoFrine concerning the Holy Ghoſt : and after repeats it, 
that it had erred, Before I come to examine how you make good the 
charge you draw up againſt the poor Greek Church in making it errefunda- 
mentally,it is worth our while to conſider upon what account this diſpute 
comes in. The Inquiry was concerning the Trxe Church on whole m_ 
ment one might ſafely depend in Relzgzor. It ſeems, two were propounded 
to con(ideraticn, the Greek and the Roxran ; the Greek was rejected becauſe 
it had erred : From whence it follows, that the diſpute concerning the 
Truth of Do&rine muſt neceſlarily precede that of the Church : For by 
Mr. Fiſhers conteflion and your ewn, 4 Church which hath erred cannot be 
relyed on ;, therefore men muſt be ſatisfied whether a Church hath erred or 
no, before they can judge whether ſhe may be relyed on or no. Which 
being granted, all the whole Fabrick of your Book falls to the ground ; 
for then 1. Men muſt be Ifallibly certain of the grounds of Faith ante- 
cedently to the teſtimrony of the Church ;, for if they be to judge of a Church 
by the Do@rine, they mult in order to ſuch a judgement be certain what 
that DoGrine is which they muſt judge of the Church by. 2. No Church 
can be known to be 1fallible, unleſs it appear to be ſo by that Do@rine 
which they are to examine the truth of the Church by, and therefore no 
Church can be known to be Infallible by the motives of credibility. 3. No 
Church ought to be relyed on as Infallible, which may be found guilty of 
any crrour by comparing it with the Do@rine which we are to try it by. 
Therefore you mult firſt prove your-Chxrch not to have erred inany par- 
ticular; for if ſhe hath, it is impoſſible ſhe ſhould be Infallible:and not think 
to prove that ſhe hath wot erred becauſe ſhe cannot, that being the thing in 
queſtion, and muſt by your dealing with the Greek Church be judged by 
particulars. 4. There muſt be a certain rule of Faith ſuppoſed to have 
luthcient Authority to decide Controverſies without any dependence upon 
the Church, For, the matter to be judged is the Church ;and if the Scri- 
ptzre may and muſt decide that, Why may it not as well all the reſt ? 
5. Every mans reaſor proceeding according to this rule of Faith muſt be 
left his Judge in wratters of Religion, And whatever inconveniencies you 
can imagine toattend upon this they immediately and neceſlarily follow 
from your proceeding with the Greek Church by excluding her becaule the 
hath erred, which while weare in purſuit of a Chwrch can be determined 
by nothing but every ones particular reaſon. 6. Then Fundamertals do 
not depend upon the Churches declaration. For you aflert the Greek 
Church toerre fundamentally, and that this may be made appear to one 
whos ſeeking after a Church. Suppoſe then I inquire, as the Lady did, 
after a Church whoſe judgement 1 muſt abſolutely depend on, and ſome 
mention the Greek and others the Roman Church : You tell me, It cannot 
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be the Greek ,, for that hath erred fundamentally. 1 inquire how you know, 
ſuppoſing her to erre,that it is a fundamental errour ? will youanſwer me, 
becauſe ih true Church hath declared it to be a fundamental errour £ but that 
was it I was ſeeking for Which that Church is, which may declare what 
errours are fundamental and what not ? It you tell me 7 3s yours, I may 
ſoon tell you, You ſecm to have a greater kindneſs for your Charchthen 
zour ſelf, and venture to ſpeak any thing for the ſake of it. Thus we ſee 
how fincly you have betrayed your whole Cauſe in your firſt onſet, by fo 
rude an attempt upon the Greek Church, 

And truly it was much your concernment, to load her as much as you 
can : For though ſhe now wants one of the great marks of your Church 
(which yet you know not how long your Church may enjoy) viz. outward 

lendor and bravery, yet you cannot deny, but that Church was planted by 
the Apoſtles, enjoyed a continual Scceſſzon from them, Fouriſhed with a 
number of the Fathers exceeding that of yours, had more of the Comets 
of greateſt credit in it, and, which is a commendation {ti]] to it, it retains 
more purity under its perſecutions then your Ckrch with all its external 

lendour. But ſhe hath erred concerning the Holy Ghoſt. and therefore hath 
loſt it. A levere cenſure which his Lordſhip rebukes Mr. Fiſher for citin 
King James fo boldly for : Lut two wayes it may be taken, he adds. 1. To loſe 
ſuch ajſaſtance as preſerves from all errour. 2, Orclſe from all fundamental 
errour, this therefore, his Lordſhip trucly ſaith, # az erroxr of the firſt ſort 
and not of the latter. 

Paſling by therefore his Lordſhips expreſſions of his modeſty, whichif 
an errour 15 one you are like to be ſecured from ; and his cautious expret- 
ſions concerning the Greek Church which he highly ſhewed lis wiſdome in, 
we come to confider how you prove the G reck Church guilty of fundamen- 
tal exrrour. You ſay, Tor paſs by his trifling,and wake way for truth. | won- 
der not to {ce you reticCt on his Lordſhip tor his odeſty, conſidering how 
little of it you ſhew towards himz lect us then #2ake way too, bur it is to 
ice you and Truth combat together. It 3s to be conſidered, ſay you, that 
ow for many hundred years, the whole Latine Church hath decreed and be- 
lieved it to be flat Hereſte in the Greeks ;, and they decreed the contrary to be 
an Hereſic in the Latin Church, and both together condemmed th: opinion of the 
Grecians as Heretical in a General Council (in Florentino ) how then bears it 
any ſhew of probability, what ſome few of yeſterday (forced to it by an inmpojſibi- 
lity of otherwiſe avoiding the ſtrength of Catholick arguments againſt them ) 
affirir, that the matter of this Controverſie was ſo ſmall and inconſiderable, that 
7t is not ſufficient toproduce an Hereſte 01 _— £ Is not this to make all 
the Churchts of Chriſtendome for many hundred years quiteblind, and them- 


ſelves only clear and ſharp-ſighted £ which ſwelling preſumption what ſpirit it 


argues, and whence it proceeds, all thoſe who have learn'd from St. Auguſtin 
that Pride is the mother of Hereſte, will eaſily colle&, TI grant this ſpeech of 
St.Augnjtin to be truc z only let it be added, that Pride zs likewiſe the Mother 
of making Hereſies, as will appear in this preſent Controverhic ; and whe- 
ther we, who vindicate the Greek Church from Hereſte, or you who would 
find the Bill againſt her (to keep her from any rivalſhip with your 
Church) be more guilty of Pride will be ſoon diſcovered ; but fure you 
believe us not only to be 22ex of yeſterday, but to krow nothing who ſhould 
lentence the Greek Church for Hereſje upon ſuch feeble pretences as thele 
are. I know not what preſumption that can be to ſay, Men may be too 
forward on both fides in calling each other Hereticks, and it may be not - 
muCc 
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much their Blindneſs, as Pride and Paſſion which may make them doit. But 
if they will condemn that for Hereſie, which is not ſo made appear to be 
upon any evidence from Scripture and Reaſon, they were not fo blind in de- 
fining it, as we ſhould be in following their judgement without further 
examination. But this was for many hundred years. The more to blame 
they, for continuing in ſo rath jydgemenrs fo long, it it appear ſo. But it is 
well ſtill you tell us, that as the Latin Church condemned the Greek for He- 
reſte, the Greek condexmed the Latin for it too. And fo by - ownrule 
the one was as blind as the other. But the Latin Church had the right to 
determine Hereſie, and the Greek had not. This 1s the queſtion, Which 
Church muſt be relyed on for judgement ? and it they mutually condemn 
each other, we muſt have a higher r/e to judge of both by. But ſill, 75 it 
not an Argument, that it js a Hereſte of one fue or the other, becauſe each party 
condemns the other of Hereſite £ Juſt as much, as if two men fall out and call 
each other Kaves, it muſt be granted, that if both be not, yet at leaſt the 
one of them is ſo. Hereſie being grown the ſcolding word in Religion ; and 
no two parties can differ, but they ſeek to faſten this reproach on each 
other. If one ſhould bring greater evidence than the other of his Kzavery, 
he ought to be more accounted ſo. No otherwiſe can it be here; if ſuffici- 
ent proof be brought of Herefie on the one fide and not the other, that 
party may be looked on as more guilty : but ſtill remembring, that the 
more confident affirmation, the pretence to greater honeſty and power, 
be not taken for the only evidences of it : As I doubtit will appear in our 
preſcnt caſe. But till tuppoſe, that of two men who have fo reproached 
each other, the one of them being fallen intodiſtreſs and poverty, and not 
hoping for relicf but fromthe other perſon, and he denying it, unleſs he 
be content by joynt-conſent to be proclaimed Knave,which he through his 
neceſlity yeilding to, but afloon as that is over declaring on what account 
they agreed 3 Muſt this man be more pittied for his Neceſfity, or con- 
demned for his Knavery ? Juſtſuch I ſhall make it appear,that which you 
call condemning the Grecians as Heretical in a General Conncil at Florence, 
to have been and no otherwile. | 
But I come to a cloſer examination of this Subject to ſee with what x, 

Juſtice you charge the Greek Church, either with Hereſie or Schiſmr 5 For 
both theſe you accule it of in this Chapter. Two things were the moſt in 
diſpute between the Greek and Latin Churches, the one was the DofFrine 
of the Proceſſor of the Holy Ghoſt from Father and Son, the other was con- 
cerning the addition of the Filioque to the Creed, And although the 
Greeks in the debates at Ferrara would not meddle with the Doctrine, be- 
fore the Latins could clear themſelves concerning the addition, which 
they ſaid was the main cauſe of the Conteſt between them 3 yet I am con- 
tent to follow your method and handle the other firſt. Your diſcourſe 
concerning the firſt conſiſts of two parts, Proofs and Anſwers; Proofs of 
their Hereſte, and Anſwers to his Lordſhips Arguments againſt 1t. The 
Proots are double, the one from Authority, the other from Theological 
reaſon. Through every of theſe particulars I ſhall follow you, and from 
them I doubt not to evince,that the Greeks are not guilty of the faults you 
lay to their charge. 

We have alrcady {cen what your Proofs from Authority are; their con- 
demning one another for Hereticks, and the Greeks being condemned by a 
General Council. If I can therefore prove that the Greeks opinion was not 


accounted an Hereſie before the Council of Florence, and that it did not 
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become a Herefie by the Council of Florence, I ſhall ſufficiently diſcover 
the weakneſs of your Arguments from authority. 

I. That it was not accounted a Hereſie before the Council of Florence ;, I 
mean not, that there were no hot-brain'd perſons in all the time of the 
difference, who did not brand the Greek Church with Hereſte, but that it 
was never accounted a Hereſte, by any of thoſe whom your ſelves accoung 
the only competent Judges of Hereſce; and thoſe are either the Fathers, or 
Popes, or Councils : which Fprove in their order. 

1. That it was not accounted Hereſie by the Fathers ; which will be 
proved by theſe two things. 1. Becauſe it is very doubttul whether many 
of the Fathers did believe the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Sox or 
no. 2. Becauſe thoſe who did believe it, did not condemn thoſe of Here- 

fre who did not. 

x. That it is very doubtful whether many of them did believe the 
Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son or 0 ; atleaſt, {o far as to make it 
an Article of Faith ;, tor 1. Thereare clear teltimomies that they make it 
unnecellary to be believed. 2. The teſtimonies which ſeem to ſay, That 
they did believe it, do not neceſlarily imply that they did. 

1. That there are clear teſtimonies, that they did not account it a thing 
neceſſary to be believed : both becauſe they in terms allerted the nature. of 
this proceſſzon to be incomprehenſible, and withall, did as clearly attirm the 
belict of that, which doth not imply this proceſſion to be ſufficient for 
ſalvation. 1.They in terms aſſert.that the myſtery of this Proceſſuon 1s incompre- 
henſible. And can you, or any reaſonable man, imagine they thould make the 
manner of that Proceſſioz to be an article cf Faith, which they acknow- 
ledge to be abſolutely beyond our apprehenſion ? I grant, Something ſup- 
poſed by them to be 77corprehenſible is made an article of Faith : but then 
It is not that which is ſuppoſed as izcomprehenſible under that notion, which 
is made ſo; but the thing zt ſelf which may be incomprehenſible; yet being 
clearly revealed in Scripture, ought to be believed, notwithſtanding that 
incomprehenſibility of it : As the zyſtery of the Trinity it ſelf, the Eternal 
Generation of the Son, the Proceſſion of the Spirit from the Father,*c. But 
then I ſay, theſe things are ſuch, as are either declared by them to be ex- 
prefly revealed in Scripture,or necetiarily conſequent from ſomething ſup- 
poſed to beſo. Asfor inſtance, ſuppoſing the Trinity in Unity to be ſome- 
thing divincly revealed, whatever 1s ecolbally conſequent from that,and is 
necetlary to be believed in orderto that,though it be incomprehenſible,muſt 
be believed; as,Suppoſing theſe two things clear from Scripture, that there 
is but one true God, and that there are three Perſons, who have the Name, 
Properties,and Attributes of God given tothem, though our reaſon be too 
ſhort to fathom the manner how theſe can have three diſtinct Subſiſtences, 
and yet but one Eſſence,becauſe our reaſon(7.c. all thoſe conceptions which 
we have formed in our mind from the obſervation of things) doth tell us, 
that Thoſe things which agree or diſagree in a third, agree or diſagree one with 
another; and from thence it would inferr,that, if the Father be God,and the 
Son God, there could be no difference between Father and Sox ;, yet this 
being meerly as to the connexion of two propoſitions, both of which are 
ſuppoſed diltin&ly revealed in Scripture; we are bound in this caſe to 
believe ſuch a Connexion, becauſe both parts are equally revealed by an 
Infallible Teſtimony, though the Mode of that Connexion be to us Incom- 
prehenſible : But it isnot 4 where neither clear Revelation, nor a necel- 


fary Conſequent from ſomething which is divinely revealed doth inforce 
our 


ODD" ——— ——— — 


— 


TI 


Chap. Il. The Defence of the Greek Church. 


NE IE ee ee UE or — — — 


cur belief of it. As in our preſent caſe : Since we ſuppoſe it revealed in 
Scripture, that Father, Sox, and Holy Ghoſt are God, whatever is neceſlary 
to the belicf of that, though i#compreherſible, we ought to believe it : but 
if there be ſomething without which I may believe the Dezty of the Father, 
Son and $pirit, and this not clearly atlerted in Scriptzre,but is a thing in it 
ſelf incomprehenſible, that cannot be made a necellary article of Faith : 
Thus that the $pirzt doth proceed frem the F ather ſeexrs necellary on both 
accounts, as conſequent upen the beliet of the 1rizity in Unity, and as 
clearly expreſled in Scripture : but that the $pirit ſhould proceed from 
Father and $0n as from one principle, that they ſhould communicate in an 
action proper to their Subſiftences, and yet be diſtinguiſhed trom cach 
other in thole Sbſſterces, and agree only in Eſſence, (and if the Spirit 
proceeds not from their S#bſiſtences, bur trem the Eſſence, the Spirit muſt 
proceed from it {elf, becaule that is common to all three; thele things be- 
ing in themſelves izcomprehenſible, and not neceliary to the belief of the 
Divinity cither of Sox cr Holy Ghoſt, nor pretended to be clearly revealed 
in $criptare, cannot be laid to make a neceflary article of Faith, the de- 
nyal of which muſt ſuppoſe Hereſve. And therefore that which is the only 
Objection in this caſe, is removed,v7z.. that this Preceſſzon of the Spirit trom 
the Father is incomprehenſible, and yet ſuppoſed to be an article of Faith; 
for that I have already ſhewed is expretly revealed in Scripture, that the 
Spirit doth proceed from the F ather. But neither is the procefiion from the 
Son neceliary to the belief of the Deity of the Sox ;, for if it were, It 
would be as ncceſiary to the Deity of the Holy Ghoſt that the Sox ſhould 
be begotten by the Spirzt ; neither doth it tollow from any place of Scrip- 
ture, tor all thoſe places which are uſually brought are very capable of 
luch interpretations, as do not at all infer itz from hence then it follows, 
that thoſe who upon theſe terms acknowledge this Proceiſion incompre- 
henſible, do therein imply that the belict of it 1s no article necellary to 
ſalvation, and theretore the denyal no Hereſie. 

Now tor this we have the cleareſt reſtimonies of ſuch who were the 
greateſt and moſt zealous aflertors of the Do@rine of the Trinity. Athana- 


Job, 15, 265 


ſr faith expreſly, That it is ſufficient to know, that the 
Spirit 3s no creature, nor to be reckoned among Gods 
works: for nothing of another nature is mingled with 
the Trinity, but it is undivided, and like it ſelf: Theſe 
things are ſufficient for believers. But, faith he, when 
we come hither, the Cherubims vail their faces ;, but he 
that inquires and ſearches into more than theſe, negles 
him that hath ſaid, Be not wiſe overnmch, &c, If it be 
ſufficient to know, Phat the Spirit is no creature, 
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It cannot be neceſlary to believe, that the Spirit proceeds from the 
Son: for they who do not believe that, do firmly believe the Deity of 
it. And if whatever goes beyond that, goes beyond the bounds which God 
hath ſet #s, then certainly he never dreamt that men ſhould be condemned 
for Hereſie as to ſome things which cannot be ſuppoſed to be within them. 
To the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks St. Baſt in ſeveral places, acknowledging the 


Proceſſzon of the Holy Ghoſt to be a thing in- 
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multitudes 
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multitudes of things in the world which we are ignorant of, what ſhame s it 
to confeſs our ignorance here £ And if it be here our duty to confeſs our 
ignorance, it is far from it to be Magiſterial and definitive, that unleſs 
men acknowledge every punilio, they are guilty of Herefte and funda- 
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mental Errors. St. Gregory Nazzanzene mentioning 
that Queſtion, What this Proceſſzon is £ returns this 
Anſwer, Tell me firſt what it is for the Father to be un- 
beeottew, and Twill explain the Generation of the Son, 
and Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt ; that we may both 
therein ſhew our folly, who pry into theſe Divine myſte- 
ries and do not know the things which are before our 
feet. And elſewhere, If we enquire into thefe things, 
what ſhall we leave to them, whom the Scripture tells us 
alone know and are known of each other, St. Cyrill 
requires of men, To believe his Being, and ſubſiſtence, 
and dominion over all, but for other things not to ſuffer 


the mind to go beyond the bounds allotted to humane 
nature, Theſe ſpoke like wiſe en, and the true Fathers of the Church, 
who would have men content themſelves with believing meerly what was 
neceſlary in thele deep and incomprehenſible my(teries, and not to make 
Articles of Faith of {uch things which are not made necellary, either by 
deduction of Reaſon, or clear Divine Revelation, Although therefore [ 
ſhould grant, that ſome or all of theſe, did themſelves believe this Proceſ- 
fron from the Sor, yet hereby it appears they were far from impoſing it 
upon others, or making it a Hereſte 1n w not to. believe it. They law 
well theſe were not things to be narrowly ſearched into, but as the Philoſo- 
pher ſaid of ſome kind of Hel/ebore, taken in the Inmp it is Medicinal, but 
beaten into powder is dangerows, 1strue of theſe more abſtruſe myſteries of 
Religion ; for whoſoever will endeavour to fatisfe himſelf concerning 
them from the ſtrange niceties and ſubtilties of the Schools, may return 
with greater doubts then he went to them. For not to go beyond our 
preſent Subject, whoſoever would examine the way they take to make 
the Proceſſzon to be immediate from the Father and the Sor, ſo as to be 
frem one principle, toſhew how the Spirit comes from both by the ſame 
numerical ſþ;ration; but moſt of all, when they come to make diſtinCtions 
between the Gereration of the So,and the Preceſſ;on of the Holy Ghoſt, (of 
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which no leſs then nine are recounted and rejected by Petaviws out of the 


Iyer Ln. c, Fathers and Schoolmen, and the laſt which hereſtsin, which is the com- 
13-14 Tom,2 mon one of the Schools, viz, That the one is per modum IntelleFys, and 
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the other per modun Amorts, as unſatisfaCtory as any, there being ſo vaſt a 
diſproportion between the moſt immediate aCts of our ſouls and theſe 
emanations) will fee much greater reaſon to commend the Wiſdome of 
thoſe Fathers, who ſought to repreſs mens curioſity as to theſe things, and 
as much to condemn you, who are ſo apt to charge whole Churches with 
Herehie, if they come not up to every thing which you ſhall pronounce to 
be an Article of Faith. 

2. It is plain fromthe Fathers, That they made the belief of that to be 
ſufficient for ſalvation, which doth not imply this Proceſſion from the Son ; 
which 1s, that the Holy Ghoſt doth proceed trom the Father : If therefore 
they often mention the Proceſſion ſom the Father, without taking notice 
of the Proceſſion from the $0, and when they do fo, aflert the ſufficiency 
of the belict of that for Salyation; there cannot be the leaſt ground to 
1magine 
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imagine that they looked on the Proceſſion from the Sor as a neceſlary 
Article of Faith. We ſee before, Athanaſivs made no more necellary, 
then the belief of the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt; and in the ſame diſcourle, 
where he ſpeaks expreſly what the Orthodox opinion was of the Holy 


Ghoſt, he ſays no more, but, If they thought well of the 


which words there js nothing but what the Greeks to Scrapi, ubi ſupr: 

this day do moſt freely and heartily acknowledge, bs 

viz. That the Holy Ghoſt proceeds from the Father, and is the Spirit of the 
Son, being given by him toall that believe. Many other Teſtimonies are 
produced out of him and the reſt of the Greek Fathers, by the Patriarch 
Hierentias in his Anſwer to the Wirtenberg Divines, by Marcus Epheſiws in 
his Diſputes in the Conncil of Florence, by Gregoriws Palamas in his Anſwer 
to Becews the Latinizing Patriarch of Conſtantinople 
in the time of Aichael Palzologws, and other modern 5, 

Defendants of the GreekChurch. But although I do coxcil, Florent. [e 1g, 20, 
not think, that the places produced by them are fuf- 144 opuſcuia aurea. 


lreved the Proceſſion from the Father, excluſrue,to be an 
Article of Faith ; yet whoſoever will take the pains to compare thoſe Te- 
ſtimonies with the others produced on the other fide by thoſe who writ in 
defence of the Filroque, either Latins, as Hugo Eterianys, Anſelme, &c. or 
Latinizine Greeks, ſuch as Nicephorus Bleiamydes, Beccus, Enrannel Calecas 
and others, will find it moſt for the honour of the Fathers, and moſt con- 
ſonant to Truth, to aflert that they did not look upon this as any neceflary 
Article of Faith, and therefore took _— to exprels themſelves ditter- 
ently abour it as they ſaw occaſion. For fuch differeca Teſtimonies are 
produced not only of different Fathers, but of ſeveral places of the lame, 
that it will be a hard matter but upon this ground to reconcile them to 
each other and themlelves : And that which abundantly confirms it, is, 
That when they fate moſt ſolemnly in Cornncil to determine the matters of 
Faith about the Trinity, they were lo far from inſerting this, when they 
had juſt occaſion to do it, that they only mention the Proceeding from the 
Father, and determine this to be a perfect Symbol of Chriſtian Faith which 
contained no more. In the firſt Nicene Creed, and that which is properly 
ſo called, (for that which now goes under that Name is the Conſtantino- 
politan Creed ) there was nothing at all determined concerning the Pro- 
ceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt ; and yet Athanaſizs ſaith expreſly of the Faith 
- there delivered by the Fathers according to the Scri- 


ftian Piety. And afterwards faith, That though cer- 
tain men contended much for ſome additions to be made 
to it, yet the Sardican Synod would by no means conſent to it, becauſe the Ni- 
cene Creed was not defedive, but ſufficient for Piety, and therefore forbid the 
making any new Creed, leſt the former ſhould be accounted defeFive, We 
ſee then by the Teſtimony of Athanaſizs and the Sardican Synod, (which 
when it ſerves your turn, as in thecale of Appeals you extoll ſo much, and 
In defence of Zozimws his forgery of the Nicene Canons you would have 
confounded with the Nicere) that the Nicene Creed without any thing at 
C 3 all 
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all concerning the Proceſſzon of the Holy Ghoſt was looked on as ſufhcient to 
Salvation, and therefore certainly they did not then judge this Article of 
Greg.Naziax. the Proceſſion to be lo neceſlary as you would have it be. But ſuppoſe we 
ir yeild Naziarnzene, and the Fathers of the Conſtantinopolitan Council, that 
though this Creed was not defective as to the Sox, yet there ought to be 

ſomewhat added further concerning the Holy Ghoſt, upon the riſing of 
Macedonins : yet even here we ſhall find when they purpoſely added to 

the Article of the Holy Ghoſtthey added only this touching the Proceſſor 

Th Tu mabgs Empl 0uvey, which proceedeth from the Father. And thus the 

Copies of the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, either inthe Councils or elſewhere 

have it, where they mention the Proceffion at all And when Marcas 

Epheſius in the Florentine Conncil read this Creed, the Latins took no exce- 

ptions at all to it, but it paſſed then as it doth {till for the Nicene Creed 
Calthough it much diticrs from the Original Niceze ), and theretore it is a 

reat Miſtake of them who imagine the Article of Fzlioque was found in 

De Copies of this Creed, for this the Latins never pretended in the Flg- 

rentine Council, (but did indeed as to the Creed of the ſccond Council of 

Nice, but were therein much ſuſpected of forgery by the Greeks) which 

might be the ground of that miſtake. But that which I inſiſt on is, If 

this Article of the Procefiion of the Holy Ghoſt from the So had been by 

thele Fathers judged necetlary, when had there been a fitter time to inlest 

ir, then now, when purpoſcly they added the Procefſion to the foxmer 

Creed? And yet we ſee they did not judge it at all necellary to be inſert- 

ed. It may be you will fay, it was, Becauſe the Controverſie was not then 

ftarted concerning the Filioque 3 But that can ſignitie nothing here, becauſe 

we havealready ſhewed that the Fathers ks ſpake dittcrently con- 

cerning it, and looked upon 1t as a thing not neceſlary to be known ; but 

the things which were upon the riſing of Hereticks inſerted into the Creed, 

were ſuch as by the Fathers were judged and believed as neceſlary before 

ever thoſe Hereticks aroſe; as in the Caſc here of Macedenixs, tor I hope 

you will not fay it was no Herefte to deny the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt 

till it was determined in this Oecumenical Conncil 2 For the Fathers never 

thought that they made Articles of Faith in Conncils, but only declared 
themſclves and what they believed againſt the Hereticks which did ariſe 

in the Church : And theretore that Anſwer of the F7/;oque not being then 
controverted. comes to nothing. From hence we come to the third 
Oecumenical Conncil,to ce ifthat adds any thing concerning this Proceſſor ; 

inſtead of which it highly contirms what was eſtabliſhed betore ; tor the 

Fathers of that Council difcerning at laſt the great inconveniency of mak- 

ing ſuch additions to the Creed, becauſe the Neſtorians had got the art of 

coxcil. Fpheſ. jt too, and made a new Creed of their own, (which by Chariſizs was 
gg brought to the Council and there read) upon which the Epheſime Fathers 
Binic ed, Pariſ., Make an irrevocable decree againſt all additions being made hereafter to the 
1636. Creed, For after they had cauſed the Niceze, or rather the Conſtantino- 
corcit Eloreat, Poſitan Creed to be publickly read (in which yet the Article of Procefſion 
{ef.5.p:587. Was left out, as appears by that Copy which Marcws Epheſims produced at 
the Conncil of Ferrara, as it is likewite in the Copies of the Epheſime Conncil ) 

4 upon which they paſs this definitive Sentence ; That it ſhould not be lawful 

| hereafter for any one to produce, write,or com- 
—_— EZerrar wa 16A; ee wt ourn- poſe any other Creed , beſides that which was 
EF Gee ow RO me * a agreed on and _— by the Holy Fathers, who 
Conc4, Epheſ, Part z, AQ.6. p.366, were met together at Nice by the Holy Spirit, 
Concerning 


by Chap. Il. The Defence of the Greek Church. . 15 


*y 


Concerning the meaning of this Decree, we ſhall tully enquire when we 

come to the addition of the Fzl;5ogue. That which take notice of it now 

for, is, not only the further ratification of what was in the Creed before, 

and that what was therein contained was as much as was judged neceſla- 

ry, but an expreſsDecree made againſt all after-additions; which doth, as 

fully as a General Conncil could do, declare that nothing elſe was neceflary 

to be believed, but what was already inſerted in the Creed : or elſe, To 

what end did they prohibit any further additions? To the like purpoſe. 

the fourth General Council of Chalcedon determins , That by no means they 

would ſuffer that Faith to be moved which was already 

defined. T might proceed to the fifth and ſixth Conrn- her* ihe Tomy onMfugtt ac5s 70w7 
cils, but theſe are ſufficient- Let me now put ſome Che ro _=—— 
few @neſtzons to you, Are General Councils Infalli- p. 590. ; 
ble, or no ? Tes, ſay you, if confirmed by the Pope. 

Were not thefe tour firſt Councils confirmed ? Tes, it is evident they were, 

Were they then Infallible in all their Decrees or no, eſpecially concern- 

ing matters of Faith ? If they were, were they not Infallible 1nthis Deter- 
mination, That it ſhould not be lawful to add to the Creed any thing elſe 

but what was in before ? were they Infallible in declaring the received 

Creed to be full and ſufficient ? If they were ſo, how comes any Article to 

become necellary, which was not then in the Creed? If you ſay, The Pope 

and another Gereral Conncil have power Infallibly to contradict thele, 

and to ſay that ſomewhat elle 1s neceflary to be inſerted into the Creed, 

and to be believed in order to Salvation ; IT muſt content my ſelf with 

having brought you to the humble confeſſion, that both parts ofa Contra- 

diction may be Infallibly determined. Thus we ce that the Fathers, 
whether ſingle or joyned, in ſuch Councils which are of the greateſt 
Authority in the Chriſtian world, have been ſo far trom believing or de- 

termining this Article of the Proceſſz0z of the Holy Ghoſt to be neceſſary, 

(which muſt be, if the denyal of it be a fundamentalerror) that they have 
plainly enough expreſled and determined the contrary. 
, 2. The next thing we come to, is, That thoſe Teſtimonies which are pro= $. 9: 

duced ont of the Fathers, are ſo far from aſſerting the neceſſity of this Article, 

that the w2oſt of them do not evidently prove that they believed it. For theſe 

two Anſwers the Greeks return to them. 1. That they donot aflert the 
Proceſſion of the Spirit from the $oz7, but the conſubſt antiality of the $pi- 

rit with the Sox, 2. That thoſe which ſpeak of a Proceſſzon do not mean 

it of an Eternal Proceſſion, but a Temporal, which is the ſame with the $p3- 

rits Miſſuon. 

; I. That they do not aflert the Eternal Proceſſzon of the Spirit from the 

Son, but the conſubſt antiality of the F£pirit with the Son, And therefore 

no more can be inferred from them, but only the 3uein» which the Greeks 
conſtantly acknowledge. This they make probable by two things : 

I. That, when the Fathers diſpute not with thoſe who denyed the conſub- 
Stantiality of Son and Spirit, they uſe not the particle ex, but only fay that 

the Spirit is the Spirit of the So, So Cyril expreſly, when Theodoret had 

denyed the Proceſſion from the Son, he gives no 

other Anſwer, but this , The Holy Spirit doth truly "Bumps? 188 33 bn 73 9:7 x, mis 
proceed from God and the F ather, according to our 84- Meu grtanr ny ys oo of nn 
v10urs words, but is not of another nature ſrom the Son. Lupe er Paptoogng i ea tn 
We ſee he contents himſelf with the acknowledge- 

ment that the Spirit is of the ſame nature with the Son : To the ſame 
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urpole is another teſtimony of his produced by the Patriarch Hieremias, 
Leking of the &pirit whereby the Apoltles ſpake, he faies, Which pro- 
ceeded in an ineffable manner from the Father, but is 
O' milan ut dipine; 3 14 nero not different from the Son in regard of his eſſence, Se- 
291,53 4 98G ix 2/NTw0n nm F M5 ora] other teſtimonies are there produced by him, 
$76 2401, Atta Theolog, Wirrenberg, . 
Reſp. 2, Patriarch, p. 203. and elſewhere by others which need not be here 
| recited. 2. That whenthey ule the particle ex, it is 
againſt thoſe who denyed the Conſubſtantiality both of the Son and Spirit ; 
and therefore Gregorivs Palamas lay's down this Rule, That, as often as 
Gregorivs Valamas, c, x. apud Peravium the ny ofetions, ex and ok Dave theſa ny mey 7 we 
Doemar. Theolog de Trin. To. 2. 1.7.c18. O7971y5 they do not denote any diviſion or difference ine 
% Tiv aig: us iv d1-googr, hs iv the Trinity, but only their conjunion and inſeparable 
trar1, 2 hr « Ranmetics — 4 99) on, and conſent of their wills. For which, he cites 
aa the tamous Epiſtle of Maximus to Marinus which 
was made the foundation of the Union at the Conneil of Florence, who 
therein ſaith, that when the Latins ſaid in their Synodical Epiſtle, ſent to 
Conſtantinople, that the Spirit did proceed ex fi/io, they meant no more 
than to ſhew 7 0vv29ts 75 woie; x; dnoþ322ncrer, the perfelt and inſeparable Union 
of the Divine Eſſence. So when S. Baſil ſaith, that the Father did create the 
world, per filium: he adds,that notes no more than 7? j1ous 74 biniuanc, the 
conjunttion of their Wills. And by this means the Greeks interpret all 
tholc paſlages of the Fathers, which ſcem moſt expreſs for the Spirit's pro- 
SN. 19. Ceedingexfilio. So Marcus Epheſms tells the Latins inthe Florentine Conn- 
cil, that when we lay, Man comes is 3s *iar, from the Eſſence of a man, 
therein is not implyed, that the Eflence of man is the productive cauſe of 
man, but only it notes the = aci0:or, that Communion of Eſſence which is 
in men ; ſo, when the Greek Fathers ſpeak of the Spirit's proceeding ex fi- 
lio, that doth not imply that the Sor 15the Principle of Spiration, but that 
there is a Communion of Ejjence between the Sox and the Spirit. So, when 
Athanaſizs diſputing againſt the Arrians (ſaith the Patriarch Hieremias) 
faith, that the Spirit #Z «77 7 un from the Son, is given to all; and that the 
Father 1:4 Ti niys, @ nd mwuzn, by the Son, in the Spirit, doth create, work, 
and give all things ;, you muſt conſider, that Athanaſizs was then difpu- 
ting againſt the Arrzans, who made both Sox and Spirit to be creatures : 
that therefore he might ſhew that the Sprrit was of the fame Swbſtance 
with the Father and the Sor ; he therefore uſeth that prepoſition ex, 
tyra igas 3%; dpuodin; very opportunely and convenicntly, Therefore, faith he, 
It is to be obſerved, that he never uſeth this but in oppoſition to the Arrians, 
and ſuch who denyged the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt * To which purpoſe it is 
Spalatenſ. de well obſerved by Spalatenſss, that when the Fathers of the Conſt antinops- 
_ _ .. litan Council did inlert into their Creed the article of the Spirit's Proceſcion 
10.ſe&.125, fromthe Father; they did it not with a purpoſe to define any thing con- 
cerning the Proceſsi0n as an article of Faith, but that they might from thoſe 
words of $. John inferr the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt, becauſe it proceeds 
from the Father ; And withall,it is turther obſervable, that in the Creed, 
which Chariſas delivered into, and was accepted by.the Council of Epheſas, 
all that he ſayes as to the Holy Ghoſt, is, And in the Spirit of Truth, the Pa- 
NTP raclete who is conſubſtantial with the Father and the 
Ka bete fakes gry Fe —_ Son, By which, that which Spalatenſss faith is much 
Aa Concil, Epheſ, part 2. A&. 6.p 360, Confirmed; for thisSymbol of Chariſavs was accepted 
by the Council as agreeable to the Nicene Creed. Thus 
we ſee, how probable this Anſwer of the Greeks is, That the intention of 


the 
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the Fathers in thoſe expreſſtons is only to aſſert the conſubſtantiality of the 
Spirit with the Father and the $0r,. becauſe when they uſed them it was 


- 


in their diſputes with them who denyed it. And theretore Petavixs ſpends 
his pains to very little purpoſe, when going about to take off this anſwer 
of the Greeks, he oniy a- that thoſe expreſſions 72 themſelves cannot 
be confined meerly to the ſignification of the Conſubſtantiality of the per- 
ſons, whereas the main force of this anſwer ly's in the intention and ſcope 
of the perſons who uſed them, and the adverſaries they diſputed againlt, 
and not in the importance of the Articles themſelves. 

2. The ſecond anſwer of the Greeks, is, that moſt of thoſe places which 
ſpeak of the proceſſion of the Spirit from the Sor, arc not to be-underſtood 
of the Eternal Proceſſion, but of the Temporal, which is the ſame with the 
Spirits Miſſion. This, as the reſt of the Greeks, ſo the Patriarchs Hiere- 
mias and Cyril eſpecially inſiſt upon 3. the firſt in his laſt anſwer to the 
Divines of Wirtenberg. For when they in their reply to his ſecond an- 
ſwer, had produced ſeveral teſtimonies of Athanaſuws, Cyril, Epiphaniss, 
Baſil, and Nazianzer, in behalf of the Spirit s Proceſion from the So; he 
wonders at them, that leaving the plain and clear placcs both ct Scriptures 
and Fatkers, which do(as ke ſaith) ſo openly proclaim the Spirit s Proceſ- 

fron from the Father only, they ſhould hope tor relict from other obſcure 
places, which are capable of a different interpretation. As from the 
word egive, which only relates to the Spirit's maniſeſtation, and is quite 
different from the 2«-3gwa;, and fo cannot imply his Eternal Proceſfion. 
Therefore for the clearing the controverlie, and giving account of the 
miſtakes 1n it, he begins with the ſignification of the Sprzt, which when 
it isapplyed tothe Divire Spirit, is capable of different ſignitications be- 
ing taken either for the ſeveral gifts of the Spirit, or for the perlonof the 
Spirit; and fo, though the word Proccfſion be taken in a peculiar manner 
for the Eternal Proccflion of the Spirit, yet ir 1s not only ſome times at- 
tributed to the beſtowing the torementioned gifts, but likewiſe to the 
Eternal Gemeration of the S093 and therefore whenever they meet with 
the word Proceſſion attributed to the Spirit with a reſpect to the Sor. 
they nuſt not preſently infer the Eternal Procethon, but the word 
exmgvagu therc lignities no more than Mra, mum, & Iu, 7.6. that the 
Spirit doth come through, is ſent, and given by the Son, which the Fathers 
often mcntion, the better thereby to allert 3» oupout v £ ymainire 54 apen , 
the Identity of nature and eſſence, which is in the Spirit with the Father and 
Sou. This be doth therein very largcly explain, and endeavour to make it 
out,that this is the moſt proper interpretation both of Scripture and Fa- 
thers, when they ſeem moſt clearly to ſpeak of the Proceſſion of the Spz- 
rit from the Son, The fame likewiſe the Patriarch Cyril infiſts upon, 
who acknowledgeth thele ſeveral words to be attributed to the Spirzt in 
reference to the Son Nia», mexy6iint, ingcider, Inpuriour, wiwer, and ſeveral 
others in the writings of the Fathers, all which he acknowledgeth to be 
true, but he denyes that any of them do import a Hypoſtatical Proceſſion of 
the Spirit fromithe Soy, but that they all reter tothe temporal miflion and 
manifeſtation of the $Spzrit through Chriſt, under the Goſpel. Whether this 
anſwer will reach to all the places produced out of the Fathers, is not 
here my buſineſs toenquire, only that which is pertinent to my purpoſe 
may be ſufhciently inferred from hence, that the Fathers certainly were 
not definitive inthis Controverſie, when their expreſleſt ſentences ſeem'ca- 
pable of quite a different _—_— to wiſe and learned men, who, = 
would 
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would think, if the belief of this Proceſſion had been a tradition of their 


Church, or fully expreſſed in the Writings of the Fathers of the Greek 
Church, could not be ſo ignorant or wiltul aseither not to ſee this to have 
been their meaning, or ſuppoſing they had ſeen it to perſiſt in ſo obſtinate 
a belief of the contrary. I can therefore with advantage return your 
words back againto you. 1t 3s to be conſidered, that for many hundred years 
the whole Greek Church never believcd this to be an article of Faith: nay the 
Fathers were ſo far from it, that both ſingle and in General Councils they did 
plainly expreſs the contrary how then bears it any ſhew of probability, what 
ſome few of yeſterday (forced to it by an impoſibility of otherwiſe defending 


the Power and Infallibility of the Roman Church) affirm, that the matter of 


this Controverſie is ſo great and conſiderable, that it is ſufficient to produce an 
Hereſie on either ſide Is not this to make Fathers, and General Councils, and 
conſequently all A _—_—_ or many hundred years, quite blind, and them- 
ſelves only clear and ſharp-ſighted ? Which fwelling preſumption, what ſpirit it 
argues,and whence it proceeds,all on who have learnt from reaſon,if not fron 
S. Auguſtine, That Pride is the Mother of making Hereſtes in unneceſſary ar- 
ticles of Faith, will eaſily cole. Do not you ſee now, how unadviſedly 
thoſe words came from you, which with ſo ſmall variation in the manner 
of ex preſſion, and much greater truth in the matter oft, 1s reſtored upon 
'our {elf ? 
: But I goon ſtill, if poſſible, to make you ſenſible, how much you have 
wronged the Greek Church in this charge of a fundamental errour in her, 
for denying thi: Proceſsion of the Spirit from the So, Which ſhall be 
from hence that although there were ſome who did as plainly deny this 
as ever the Modern Greeks did or do, yet they were far from being con- 
demned for Hereſte in ſo doing. For which we muſt conſider, that al- 
though the Fathers, as we have already ſeen, did ſpeak ambiguouſly in 
this matter, yet the firſt who appears, openly and ſtoutly to have denyed 
it, was T (4? a 3 which, being the riſe of the Controverſie , muſt be 
more carcfully enquired into. It appears then, that a Gezeral Conncil 
being ſummoned by the Emperonr Theodoſi#s to meet at Epheſus concerning 
the opinions of NeForins which were vehemently oppoled, by Cyril of 
Alexandria, and ſeveral Zgyptian and Aſian Biſhops, who being there con- 
vened, proceed to the depoſition of Neſtorizs and Anathematizing his do- 
Ctrine, before Johannes Antiochenus, and ſeveral other Biſhops who fayour- 
ed Neſtoriys, were come to Epheſus. When theſe therefore came and found 
what had been done by the other Biſhops, they,being ſeconded by Candi- 
dianus there and the Conrt-party at Conſtantinople, allemble apart by them- 
lelves, and proceed on the other ſide to a depoſition and excommunica- 
tion of Cyril and Memnon, who were the leaders of all the reſt ; and theſe 
make an Azti-Synod to the other, which conſiſted of perſons of ſeveral 
intereſts and per{waſions, ſome Pelagians, ſome Neſtorians,and others,more 
as Friends to Neſtorius than his opinions, as being his Ancient Familiars 
and acquaintance,did joyn with them to prevent his depoſition 3 among 
which,the chief were ' - aber Antiochenus,and Theodoret. But,before the 


Conncil, Cyril had publiſhed his twelve Anathema's againſt the opinions of 


Neſtorius : to theſe therefore, not only the Oriental Biſhops gave an anſwer, 
but John the Patriarch of Antioch particularly appoints Theodoret to refute 
them. The #inth Anathema of Cyril was againſt Neſtorixs, and all others 
who ſaid, That Chriſt uſed the Holy Ghoſt as a diſtin power from himſelf, 
for the working of miracles, and that did not acknowledge him to be the pro- 
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er Spirit of Chriſt, Theodoret grants the firſt part, wherein he ſhews he way 
= rin ba quarrels wich the _ pow ; _ faith he, If by that 
he means that the Spirit is of the ſame nature , Sie ain > 05 08 
7 & Fa Role, _ _— _— ” Ln Ts eo inde 
ledee it together with him -— but if by that be wn Ss =, #3 08 ©; 006, 
Pands eb phone the Spirit had his bftenc e from or by Gin Gr Xs oe Theo- 
the Son, we rejed? it as blaſphemows and impious. Was _ 4 Opel Anarpamat. Tom. 4. p. 
ever any thing in this kind ſpoken with greater heat rb, tr"  Ephel, part 3 
and confidence than this was here by Theodoret? And OE 
if this had been looked on as Heretical at that time,can we poſſibly imagine 
that ſo zealous an oppoler of all Hereſies, and eſpecially: of the Neſtorians, ] 
as S. Cyril of Alexandria was, ſhould ſo coolly and patient] pals this by Grit. Tom. s, 
as he doth 2 For all the anſwer he gives, is only that which was before * **7: 
cited out of him ; that he acknowledgeth The. Spirit doth proceed from the 
Father, but yet us aworeiy Ri ty v3, it 3s not of another nature from the Son; 
but did not Theodoret expreſly aflert that, as well as C5r:/ # Is it then poſ- 
ſible that any one who hath his wits about him, ſhould imagine, that if 
that doftine of Theodoret had been accounted Heretical.it being expreſled 
in ſovehement a manner as it is,it ſhould have no ether anſwer trom Cyril, 
but only approving that which Theodoret confeſleth,viz. the Conſubſtantia- 
lity of the Spirit with the Son, AM the anſwer which Petavizs and Others pum. Theot. 
give, is ſo weak and trifling, that one may eaſily ſee how-much they were 763.47, c.18, 
put to it to find out apy : Sometimes it was becauſe Cyril was intent upon 
his buſineſs, and therefore paſled it by; as though he were ſo weak aman © * 
as to let his adverſary broach Herefie and ſay nothing to it, becauſe it was 
not pertinent tothe preſent caufe. But if it were not, it is an argument 
the ſecond Anſwer istalle, viz. that Theodoret was herein a Neſtoriaz ; for 
il he wereſo, it could not be beſides the buſineſs, but was a main part of 
it. Moreover, if this were a piece of Neſtorianiſme, it is very ſtrange the 
Fathers of that Council, when they purpoſely. collefted the opinions of 
Neſtor:#s out of his own Writings, ſhould never make any mention at all | 
of this, no not when they produce his opinion concerning, the &p7rzt of Concil. Epheſ.. 
God. Why was it not then condemned and Anathematized as one of his —— 
Herefics ? why did not the Oriental Biſhops, when they ſubſcribed to the ; 
depoſition of Neſtorizs, and the eleCtion of Maximianws at Conſtantinople, 
and fent a Confeſſion of their Faith to Cyril at Alexandria by Paulus Eme- 
ſens, mention this among the reſt, of their agreement with the Orthodox. | 
Biſhops > Yet in that extant both in Cyril's works, and in the third part of Part 3: p596; 
the Conncil at Fpheſ#s,, there is not the leaſt intimation of it. And there- 
fore the learned Jeſuit $irmondas inthe life of Theodoret prefixed by. him to 
the firſt Toxre of his works which ke ſet forth, vindicates Theodoret from 
all ſuſpition of Neſt6rianiſar, and imputes all the troubles which he fell in- 
to on that account to. the violence of Dioſcorxs the fucceſlor of Cyril at 
Alexandria, who being a great Patron of the Entychians thought to re- 
venge himſelfon T rs by blaſting his reputation as a Neſtoria, There 
1s not then any ſhew of probability that this opinion in Theodoret was 
condemned as a piece. of Neftorianiſyr, which certainly. the whole Greek, 
Church could not have been ignorant. of, from that time to. this. But 
though that piece of Theodoret againſt Cyrils Anathema's were condemn- 
ed in ſucceeding Conntils, yet, that might be for,-the; defence of other 
things, which they judged bordered too near ori Neſtorianiſav, or becauſe 
they would not have any monument.-rertiain of that diſcord between the 
D 2 Oriental 
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Oriental Biſhops, and the Epheſine Council; which Theodoſivs doth ſo much 
and ſo heartily lament -in his excellent Epiſtle to _ Antiochenus 
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about a reconciliation between him and Cyr3l, after the baniſhment of Ne- 
ori#s, and the choice of Meximianus. Thus weſce one who in a divided 
and buſie time ventured upon the abſolute denyal of the Proceſſion of the 
Ghoſt from the Sox not as a bare errour, but as imypions and blaſphe- 
nous, yet was far from being condemned for Hetetical himſelf for ſaying 
ſo, by thoſe Fathers, who wefe the moſt zealous defenders of the true 4po- 
feolical Faith. And if theſe things confidered together, do not make it ap- 
pear that the Fathers did not make the denyal of the Proceſſion of the 
Holy Ghoſt from the Sonto be a Herefie, I know not what can be made 
plain from them. | 
But I know, whatever the Fathers ſay, you are of Cornelivs Muſſus his 
mind, who heartily profeſſed, that he preferred the judgement of one Pope, 
before a thouſand Anguſtines and Hieroms ; but what it the Popes ſhould 
c of the ſame mind with the Fathers, how then can this be accounted 
an Hereſie ? And that they were exa&tly of the ſame mind, might be made 
appear by the ſeveral Epiſtles of 7igi/i#s and Agatho in confirmation of the 
Faith eſtabliſhed in the foxrr firſt General Conncils, in which it was deter- 
mined,that all neceſlaries were already in the Creed,and that there needed 
no further additionsto it , both which are produced and inſiſted on by 
the Greeks in the fifth Seſſzor at Ferrara, But Ipaſs by them, and come 
to more patticular teſtimonies of Popes , and that either in Councils, or 
upon a reference to thetn from Conncils, The firſt time we read of 
this Controverſie in the Weſtern Churches was about 4. D. 767. in the 
time of Conſtantinus Copronymus, upon which in the time of Pepir King 
of France, there was a Synod held at Gentilly near Paris for determin- 
ing a Controverſie between the Greeks and Tatins about the Trinity, as 
appeats by the ſeveral teſtimonies of Ado and AKheginoin their Chronicles, 
roduced by Pithews, Petaviws, and others: but little more is left of that 
nvehttion, beſides the bare mention of it 3 but it ſeems the aſhes were 
only raked over theſe coals then, which about two and fourty years after, 


* . A.D. 8c9, broke out into a greater flame; for, as appears by the teſti- 


monies of the fame Ado. and Adelmus or Ademarws, a Synod was held at 
Aqiſerane, about this very queſtion, Whether the Spirit did proceed fron 
the Son as well as the Father , which queſtion, they fay, was ſtarted by 
one John a Monk of Hieruſalem, which Monk Fithews ſuppoſeth to be-Jo- 
hannes Damaſcenus, who after Theodoret moſt expreſly denyed the Froceſ- 
fron from the Son 5 but whether it was he or any other, it ſeems ftom that 
Conncil called by Charls the Great, there were ſevetal Legats (called 4po- 
criſiary) diſpatched to Rome to know the judgment of the preſent Fope 
Leo 3. concerning this Controverſie 3 the Legats were Bernariws, Jeſſe, and 
Adalhardws.the two former the Biſhops of Worms and Amiens,the latter the 
Abbot of Corbey, But Petavixs herein betrayes either hisfraud or ?nadver- 
tency, that he will by no means admit that theſe came to the Pope to know 
his judgement concerning the cm: 6 it ſelf, but only concerning the 
Adaition of the Filiog, to the Creed, which now began to be uſed in the 
Gallican Charches with that Addition. But although I grant, that the 
main of their buſineſs was concerning the Addition of Filiog,, by the ſame 
token that Leo condemned it, as will appear afterwards; yet that brought 
6n the diſcourſe concerning the DoCtrine it ſelf of the Proceſſion from the 
S041, For in the As of Smaragdur which were ſent to Charls the Great, 
CICTEES giving 
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giving an account of this Controyerſie, which are publiſhed both by B4- 


Gt 
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ronins, and Sirmondas ; it appears, that when they urge the Pope for his Baron, «Lana, 
conſent to the addition of Filzoque, they make uſe of this Argument, That $;,90.9%2 
it was a matter of Faith, and therefore none ſhould be ignorant of it ; cit. Gale. - 
upon which they ask'the Pope this Queſtion; Whether if any one doth not =_ 2+ Þ4256, 
know or doth not believe this Article, he could be ſaved? To which the Pope ** 
returns this _ and cautious pena nay by FORE 4 - 
the ſubtilt is wit can reach tot owledge of it, Ruiſquis ad boc ſenſu ſubtiliori pertingere 
pas runs 5d will not believe it, he cannot be ſaved. 11,5? yy = OO 
For there are many things, of which this is one, which muta, + quitus ifud umm ef, ſacre fidei 
being the deeper myſteries of Faith, to the knowledge of wa nets, - —_ OT 
which many can attain, but many others cannot, being tis quanitate, aut intelligentie qualitate pre= 
hindred either through want of age, or capacity; and pea non valent;es ideo, ut prediximuigui 
Fanſogs we ſaid beforc,he that can and will not, ſhall Aud Semond, ubi fares ofſe non porneris 
n0t be ſaved, | pray,Sir,do me the Favour to let me 
know your judgement, whether this Pope were Infallible or no? or, will 
you acknowledge that he was quite beſide the Cuſhion, that is, not 72 Cathe- 
dri when he ſpake it 2 What? not then , when Solemn Legats were 
diſpatched from a Conncil purpoſely to know his judgement in a matter 
of Controverlie, which the Church was divided about ?. If ſo, the Pope 
ſhall never be ix Cathedrs but when you will have him;or ifhe were there, 
you will ſurclylay, he did not at very Apoſtolically,when he ſpake theſe 
words. For, can any thing be more plain, then that the Pope determins 
this Article of the Proceſſor from the Sor, to be no heceſſary Article of 
Faith : but acknowledgeth it to be one of the deeper zryſteries of Religion 
which none were obliged to believe, but ſuch as could reach to the know- 
ledge of z which either want of age in ſome, capacity in others, and in- 
vincible prejudice in many more, might keep them from the knowledge 
of? Thus it appears by the Pope's judgement,the denyal of this could be no 
Hereſie then, becauſe hedeclares it, not to be neceſlary to be believed by 
all. What now muſt we think of this Pope, if we apply your words to him. 
Were all other ſucceeding ages blind, and this Pope only clear and ſharp-ſighted 8 
which. judzement of his muſt be called nothing ſhort of ſwelling preſumption ; 
and if you pleaſe St. Auſtin ſhall be _— for it too, but it muſt be in ſome 
other place, beſides that where he ayes, that Pride is the Mother of Hereſte. 
Do you think we can do other then hugely applaud our ſelves, in ſeer 
you fo furiouſly lay about you, when we know, your firſt b/ows fall onthe 
Fathers, and your ſecond cut off one Leg at leaft of your infallible Chair. 
Can we have better {ccurity againſt you then the judgement of one 
of your own Popes * may wenot well be accounted blind, when for our 
lakes Tnfal/ibility it ſelf muſt be ſo too ? If you tell us that after-Popes de- 
clared otherwile : I haye but one requeſt to make toyou, viz. Tomake 
It appear, that when two Popes ſhall determine both parts of a Contradi- 
dion to be true, they both are Hfallible in doing fo. IT | 
But if we proceed a little further,it may be we ſhall find the judgement 5, x5, 
of another Pope agrecing with this. For which we muſt conſider that 
A. D. 858, Ignatiys the Patriarch of Conſtantinople being impriſoned by. 
the Emperour Michael, and Photins being placed in his room, in a Conncil 
held by Photizs 4. D. 861, Ignatins was condemned, upon. which he be- 
ing likewiſe condemned by Pope Nicolas at Rome, he doth as much for 
him at Conſtaxtinople, So that thoſe grudges which had been before 
more cloſely carried between the Greeks and Latins, did now openly. dif-. 
D 3 cover 
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cover themſelves. But among ſeveralother things which Photius charged 


the Latin Church with, the chiefeſt and that which he inſiſts on with the 
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greateſt vehemency is, That they did attempt to cor- 
rupt and adulterate the holy and ſacred Symbol of Faith, 
which had obtained an unalterable force by the Decyees 
of $ynods and Councils, with falſe ſenſes and new ad- 
ditions, by an unmeaſurable confidence. O their Dia- 
bolicabmachinations ! for by a ſtrange innovation, they 
make the Holy Ghoſt proceed not only from the Father, 
but the Sox too. This we find in his Excyclical Epiſtle, 


publiſhed by him on the account of the ditference between the Latin and 
the Greek Church, in which he largely diſputes ; gr the DoGrine of the 
Proceſſion of the Spirit ſFom the Son, and, as we ſee, charges the Latins with 
fraud, preſumption, and a deſire of Innovation, in the —_— that Arti- 
cle into the Creed, Not long after, this Pope Nicolavs having advifed with 
the Galliran Biſhops what to do in this buſineſs, dyes; to whom Adrian 
ſucceeds as bitter againſt Photins as his Predeceſlor, and had more advan- 
tage againſt him then the other had. For, at 6oxſt axtinople the Emperour 
Michael —_ ſlain by Baſ/ixs whom he had adopted to a Partnerfhip in 


the Empire t 


c year before, he preſently baniſheth Photizs, reſtoreth 1z- 


zatins, calleth a Conncil A. D, 869, in which Photius is Anathematized; and, 
for the greater execration of him, they dipt their Pens wherewith they 
ſubſcribed, in the Sacred Chalice, This the Latins call the eighth Oecume- 
zical $510d. Notwithſtanding all which, 7gatins being dead, Photins is 
reſtored by Baſilins Macedo, A. D.'878. Legats are diſpatched to Pope 
John 8. (as in courteſie to you we call him) who ſucceeded Adrian, that 
Photius might be reſtored to the communion of the Church and his Patri- 
archal dignity ; which is preſently done, The year following, a General 
Conncil is held at Conſtantinople, in which the Popes Legats are preſent, 
and this the Greeks only admit for the eighth Oecumenical, In which all 
that was done againſt Photins is abrogated, the Conſtantinopolitan Creed 
without the addition of Filzoque is ſolemnly read, and it is decreed againſt 
the Latins, the Popes Legats conſenting, that nothing ſhould be added to 
the Creed. Burt leſt you ſhould think the Popes Legats were practiſed up- 

on by ſome arts of Photius (for ſome of his Enemies among other re- 
proaches, did. not ſtick to fay,he learnt Magick from the famous Sartara- 
bers ).. And, that it was done without the Popes free conſent: we have his 
own teſtimony afterwards in approbation of it. For Pithens, an in- 
0pu/cal-rait% genuous as well as very learned man, confeſleth, that the Letters of this 


Lutct, 1609. 


rope arc (t1l] extant _— the Latins, by which it appears that he con- 
demned all the Syzods he 


d againſt Photius, whether at Rome or Conſt an- 


tinople; and the Patriarch Hieremias (whole teſtimony in other caſes 
you make much of )) ſaith expreſly, not only that the Pope conſented to 
this Sod, by the Cardinal Peter, and Paulus, and Eugenins who were there 
his Legats; but that inan Epiſtle he writ to Photins, he hath theſe words. 


Td Av a2tdy 7a 71 61 af Nonidhim, Ge 7% & ever Torr, 
Ji 3 ore fn  cxab une ion fl anonngs T7 Yr7 ie That Article, by w 


T declare again to Fox Grace, concerning 


ich ſuch ſcandals have 


25s WAGE wh neetgestts 187 & ovoy Alooefle Tim, avely been in the Churches of Chriſt. Aſſure 
TE EP WS pPpnowrTd; Th eavTwy a& 77)! 0Id. TETo mRIN TW , . 
Dobdms xolreyhs Wh7 Bofar xbyer; x2 coratecars + $262 JO” ſelf. that we not only ſpeak this, but 


ay as Ts Sorore 6 os TH ew TaTWrov, % WD TS that we really judge, Thoſe who firſt durſt 


Ii aulTEs a7 


Patriarch, p. 217; 314. , 


AQ Theolpg, Wirtenverg, Relp. 2 out of their preſumption do this,to be tranſ- 


greſjors of the ſacred Oracles, changers of 
the 


- 


wy 


Chap.I. The Defence of the Greek Church. 


25 


the DoFrine of our Lord Chrift,and the Holy Fathers, and we place them in the 
Society of Judas. What Article wasthis, I pray, which the Pope is fo 
zealous againſt ? even no other then that which you account all blind who 
do not eſteem the denyal of it Hereſie. It ſcems then we have one more added 
to the number of Heretical Popes z for, Photius himſelf could not expreſs 
more yehemency againſt this Article then the Pope doth, and that when by 
his Legats ina Conncil (therefore Ifallible, according to you, becauſe con- 
firmed by the Pope ) he had declared himlelf utterly againſt the addition 
of this Article to the Creed. And inſtead of accounting them Hereticks 
who denyed it, you ſee how much worſe then Hereticks he accounted them 
who firſt added it. So that I wonder, you do not rather account the be- 
lief of that Article Hereſfe, than the denyal of it. T know well enough, 
how your party rail here to purpoſe againſt Photizs ; but what is all that 
to the buſineſs ? Let Photius be what he will, Were not the Popes Legats 
preſent at the Council? Did not they confirm the decrees of it ? Did not 
the Pope afterwards ratifie it ? So that if ever CouncilwereInfallible ac- 
cording to your Principles, this muſt be ; chooſe therefore, eitherto re- 
linquiſh the Pope's and Councils Infallibility, or elſe acknowledge that men 
at onetime may be infallibly guilty of violating Scriptures, Fathers, Coun- 
cils tor aſlerting that DoGrine, which they may be Intallibly guilty of Here- 
fre for not aſlerting at another. I know very well, that Marinus who ſuc- 
ceeded John 8. at Roxre, condemned his Predeceſlors acts and Photizs to- 
gether, (for he was before imployed both by Nicolaus and Adrian inthe 
excommunicating and condemning Photixs ) but what this proves Tunder- 
ſtand not, any further, then that ſtill one Pope may Infallibly contradict 
another, or that a Pope without a Conncilſhall be more Infallible then with 
one, or laſtly (which is the grand Arcanm Imperit ) thole Popes and thoſe 
Decrees which are for the preſent intereſt of the Church of Kowe muſt be 
owned as Infallible ; but for the reſt, the beſt Art muſt be uſed to blaſt 
them that may be. And for this you want not your many tricks and de- 
vices to accuſe Authors of Forgery, cry out on them for Hereticks, rail 
out of meaſure when you have nothingelle to ſay ; or ifafter all this, Te- 
{timonics ſtand of force againſt you, then nothing is left, but Excogztato 
commento detorquere in alium ſenſum, to find out ſome trick to wreſt them 
to another ſenſe, as the Authors of the Belgick Index Expurgatorius pro- 
felled inthe caſe of Bertram. But for all men who think it not lawful 
to lay any thing in a bad Cauſe, this may certainly be ſufficient to ſhew, 
that if Fathers and Councils may be nies on, if Popes and Conncils be In- 
fallible, that was not accounted an Hereſie by them, which you condemn 
for ſuch in the Greek Church. 
Having thus diſcovered, that this opinion you condemn for Herefe in 
the Greek Church, was otherwile eſteemed both by Fathers, Oecumenical 


* Councils, and Popes ;, I come to that which you ſeem to rely on for making 


it Heretical, viz. That the Grecks and Latins both together condemmed it 
for Heretical in the General Council at Florence. Although it might be 
worth our while to inquire how far any Gemreral Council can either make 
ordeclare that to be a neceſlary Article of Faith, which was determined 
to be otherwiſe by former General Councils, But omitting that at pre- 
ſent which we may have a fitter occaſion to diſcuſs in the queſtion of 
fundamentals, and the Tnfallibility of General Councils ;, | therefore come 
to examine the matter of tat in the Florentine Council, concerning the de- 


termination of this opinion there as Heretical, Wherein if we —_ 
the 


24 


T he Defence of the Greek Church. Part]. 


the time in which, and the occaſion upon which this Council was call'd, 
if we conſider the way of the managery of it, the Arts whereby the Greeks 
were drawn to this conſent, the manner of propoſing the Decrees of it, or 
the acceptance which it found in the Greek Church, upon none of theſe 
reſpects we ſhall have cauſe to look upon it as a free and General Conncil, 
determining that opinion as Heretical, which you fay was ſo determined 
here. In all which we muſt profeſs how much we are obliged to that 
faithful and impartial accGunt of all the proceedings relating to this Coun- 
cil, written by Sylveſter $guropulus one preſent at the molt ſecret negoti- 
ations of it, tranſcribed out of the 41S inthe King of France his Library, 
by Claudius Sarraviws , and firſt publiſhed for the general good of the 
world by our learned Dear of Wel[s. It appears then, that which gave 


the firſt riſe to the thoughts of union between the Greek and Latin. © 
Churches, was the miſerable condition which the Greck Empire was now ©. 


reduced to, by the incurſions of the Turks and Saracens, For it ſeems for 
thirty years, {before that an Embaſſadour was ſent to Rome from Manuel 
Palzologrs to negotiate the bufinelſs of the union) from the time of the 
Patriarch Nils and Pope Urban, there had been no entercourſe at all be- 


tween the Popes and Patriarchs, but now upon this addreſs made to them © ® 


by the Greeks, the Popes careſs them with all imaginable kindneſs, fecd 
them high with Promiſes, engage their utmoſt to promote this union, 


- (well knowing with what advantage to themſelves it might be managed 


Sylvefter Sgu- 
ropul. Hiſtor. 
Concil. Florent, 
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in this Critical juncture of their affairs). For now Ammrath. 2. having 


fubdued Peloponrneſus, had advanced almoſt to the walls of Conſtantinople, ' 


and therefore when the Pope ſent one to the Emperonr and Patriarch to 
appoint a _ for the Council, they told him they could not then have 
Ictfure tothink of Conncils;, and if they had, by reaſon of the fury of the 


Wars the Biſhops could not be aſſembled together to make a full Conncil, | 


But it ſeems the ſtate of affairs grew worſe ſtill with them, and the Dead- 
Palſy of Manuel Peleologus was but an Emblemte of a worſe in the State, the 
Empire being brought daily into greater dangers. Which put Johannes 
Paleologus upon further thoughts, how any help or relief might be had 
from the Weſt in this extremity. But they might eaſily underſtand the 
terms of that Union from the Speech of the Cardinals to the Emperonrs 
Legats, That the Koman Church was the Mother, and the Faſtern only the 
Daughter, and therefore it was but fit that the Daxghter ſhould ſubmit to 
the Aother , That for their parts, they would not leave the decifion of 
this Controverſie to multitudes of voices, (it ſeems then they had high 


thoughts of the Infallibility of Gereral Councils), but three ſhould be * 


choſcn on either ſide, who being apart by themſelves ſhould invoke God, 
and whatever he ſhculd reveal unto them, that all ſhould conſent to : For 
he that hath ſaid, that Where two or three are gathered together in his Name 
he world be in the midſt of then; he that made the Aſs to ſpeak (the Cardinal's 
own Argument) would not fail of letting them know his Will Infallibly, which 
was to be received from them by all others, (There may be then a much 
readicr way for Intallibility, than by Pope and Councils). But it nothing 
clſc would fatisfic but a Conncil, it muſt be in Ttaly, contrary tothe Popes 
promile before, that it ſhould be at Conſtantinople; but when they urged 
the vaſtneſs of the expenſe, and unſuitableneſs of it to their preſent neccſ- 
fities 3 rather then a matter likely to be ſo much for the advantage of the 
Sce of Kome ſhould not go forward, the Pope proffers to advance a con- 


ſiderable "1m of money tor the defraying the charges of the Greeks, both 
in 
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in coming to, and abiding at the Council, Which thole whounderſtand 
not the i»trigzes of that Court, would have thought had been far better 
ſpent in a preſent ſupply of the Greek, Emperour, the better to have enabled 
him to defend the. Chriſtiaz Churches from the invaſion of their enemies. 
But any one who looks into the management of things, will eafily diſcern 
upon what groundsthe Pope choſe rather a dilatory proceeding, mo—_y 
the Emperonr and ſo many Biſhops from Greece into Ttaly at that time, a 

all the while to feed them with rich Promiles of Afliſtance upon condition 
that the Unioz was accompliſhed ; but at laſt after two years attendance 
(for ſo long the Council continued at Ferrara and Florence ) the poor Em- 
perour was ſent home asempty as he came, and found things in a much 


worſe condition then he left them: Which could not rationally be ex- 


ed to be otherwiſe. When the Greeks knew that the Emperoxr had 
aſlented that the Conncil ſhould be in 7taly, they began ſtrangely to be 


troubled at it, ſome reſolved never to communicate more in the Councils 


C. I7; ie. 


of the Union ; the Patriarch often faid, that he knew no good iſſue could ' 


come of a Council held in the Popes Territories 3 andif they muſt receive 
their allowance from the Pope, what did they elſe bur therein confels 
themſelves his Vaſſals already, and therefore nothing could be expected 
from them, but to do juſt what he would have them 3 or elſe he might 
eaſily ſtarve them into conſent and I of his Will,, For they 
ſhould be wholly under his power, and if he denyed their ſtipends, there 
was no poflibility of getting from him. Was not this then like to be a 
very free Conncil? And it proved accorpingly : for when they were at 
Council the Pope kept them fhort enough, fo that many of them were re- 
duced to the greatelt neceſſities, and were not ſuffered unleſs by ſtealth to 
go ſo mich as out of the Gates of the City, as Beſſarion himſelf once found, 
<1 he attempted it at Florexce, But notwithſtanding all the perfwaſi- 
ons of the will of his Councel/ors at home to the contrary, notwithſtand- 
ing an Expreſs from the Emperor 8igiſymnd to diflwade the Greek Empe- 
rour inthe preſent ſtate of affairs from this journy into 1taly, yet he was 
reſolved: upon it, and uſed all the arts he could before-hand to make 
choice of ſuch perfons as might be moſt for his purpole. Himſelf withoug 
the conſent 7 Patriarch, appointing the Legats of the three other 
Patriarchs of Jeruſalem, Antioch, and Alexandria: and when theſe Patri- 
archs had given no other inſtructions to theſe Legats, then that they ſhould 
have power to give their ſuffrages upon theſe 'terms and no other, That a/ 
things were carried fairly, and defined Canonically, according to the decrees 
of Oeciamenical Councils and Holy, Fathers, ſo that nothing ſhould be added; 
changed, of innovatcd. in the Symbgl of Faith, he at the inſtigation of ole 
of the Latin Legats, then reſident at Conf ering, ſent away to the ſeverat 
Patrzarcbs, for the altering their inſtructions, upona ſolemn Promiſe that 
the conditions NT by them ſhould however be exactly obſerved; 
which. whether. they. were. or no, will appear by the ſeries of the ſtory, 
And that we may better judge how General this Council was liketo be, at 
the fame time that thele negotiations for Vyion were on foot, the Conncil 
of Baſil was then fitting yn oppoſition to Pope Eugerins; to them and to the 
Pope at the fame time, the Emperonr dilpatcheth ſeveral Legats with, the 
ſame inſtructions, and both of them returned theirs to the Emperonr, ſeek- 
ing as much as poſſible. to outvy each other inlarge Promiſes if the Greeks 
did joyn in Coxzcil. with them 3 both which the Ewperonr held in play 
till he could ſee. with whom he was like ” make the beſt terms; But * 
rae 


Seft.6, c. t. 


Set, 3. 


Cour 


£.13» 


n” 


26 


C. 15. 


SeA,s. C3. 


SeA. 8. c.12+ 


C. 14- 
C 16, 


Co 2h 


T he Defence of the Greek Church. Part1. 


their Inſtruments to be reported at Conſtantinople, that the Conncil at Baſel 
had ſubmitted to the Pope, which within fifteen days was confuted by the 
arrival of the Gallzes ſent from the Coxrcil to convey the Greeks over to it ; 
upon which the Emperonrr had much todo to keep Condelmerins the Popes 
Nephew from fighting the Councils Gallies within his view 3 for he ſaid, he 
had expreſs order from the Pope to ſink them where-ever he met them. 
And were not theſe fair tendencies to a free and Gerzeral Conncil? And 
yet after all this, not full thirty Biſhops of the Greek Church went along 
with the Patriarch, as appears by the particular enumeration of them by 
Seuropulus : other Officers indeed, and Monks, there were to fill up the 
number; and yet theſe were more then the Exzperovrr could well mould 
to his defignes when he had them there. Bur the Pope ſoon accompliſhed 
the Patriarchs prediftion'in keeping them bare enough, when they were 
at his finding, that he might be ſure to make them h»ngry Greeks, and then 
he ſuppoſed the other part of the Proverb would follow after. After the 
Council had begun at Ferrara, and continued there ſixteen Seſſzors, where- 
in were many publick and ſolemn Diſputes between the Greeks and Latins, 
it was removed to Florence ; where the Greeks ſtill underwent the ſame 
hardſhips, and the Latins ſought to hold out at Diſputations, till the 
Greeks neceflity ſhould be fo = tl as to neceſſitate them to an abſolute 
ſubmiſſion to the Latin Church, But, Reports and Meſlages coming from 
Conſtantinople, acquainting the Emperonr with the difficulties the City was 
in, and the Progreſs which the enemies made; and finding, that during 
the fitting of the Council the Pope (till put him off and gave him nothing 
but words, he therefore reſolves upon another courſe ; - breaks all pub- 
lick and Conciliary proceedings, pretending that no iſſue would come of 
thoſe Diſputations, calls a private Cabal of fuch whom he knew fitteſt for 
his purpoſe to contrive ſome ſhorter way to put an end to this buſineſs. 
For that end, makes choice firſt of ten Perſows either fide toagree upon 
ſome propoſals for Union, and acquaints none elle of the Greeks with their 
tranſa&tions. . When theſe things took no effe&, the Patriarch who carry- 
ed on the Emperonr's deſign, often convenes the Greeks together, and in 
plain terms perſwades them to =—_ diſimulation, that ſince the neceſſi- 
ty of affairs was ſuch, it would be hugely for their adyantage, if in ſome 
things they did yield to the Latizs defires. When they told him that in 
matters of Faith they could not do it, he replyes, that if in twenty four 
Articles of Faith they yielded but in: one, the ſoundneſs of #werty three 
would make amends for the twenty fourth. Such kind of Arguments as 
theſe were they driven to, to bring the: Greeks to hearken to any terms of 
Urion. - Aﬀter this,the Latins ſent them an explication of Faith, which if 
the Greeks would ſubſcribe, there might be an Union between them : 
which being read among them, containing chiefly the acknowledgement 
of the Procelcion from the Son, all but the on who were the Emperonr's 
inſtruments ih this work, unanimouſly diſownit : and when the Emperoxr 
urged them every one to deliver their S»ffrages in writings,they tell him, it 
Was coritraryto the proceeding of all OecnmenicHl Conncils : However, he 
told them he commanded them to do it. By which means rebuking ſome, 
cajoſing others; he at laſt bronght it by the nultitude of S»frages,that five 
perſons were fetefted among the reſt,to draw up a Formot Union ; which, 
though drawn'up very favourably for the Greeks, yet, thoſe who were 
for it, did not ealtly carry it from thoſe who oppoſed it. And yet to vos 
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the Latins returned no leſs than twelve Exceptions: Upon which the 
Emperonr was fain to take a new courſe, and exclude thoſe from the Corr 
cils, who were of greatelt authority in obſtructing his deſigns 3 but A1az- 
cs Fpbeſius ſtill continucd'in ſo great oppolition, that he publickly charg- 
ed the Latins opinion with Hereſze, Notwithſtanding all which, when it 
was put to Suff-age, IWhetker the Spirit did proceed from the Son +, tor ten 
who affirmed it, there were ſeventeen who denyed it, which put them 
vet to more diſquietment, and new Conncils, At firſt the Emperonr would 
vote himſelf, which when the Patriarch kept him from, ſome adviſed him 
to remove more of the Diſlcnters : but, inſtead cf that, they uſed a more 
plauſible and cticctual way 3 the Emperour and Fatriarch (ent for them ſe- 
vcrally, and fome they upbraided with ingratitude, others they caretled 
with all exprefſtons of kindneſs, both by themſclves and their Inſtraxaents : 
Yet. at the laſt, they could get but thifteen Biſhops to athrm the Proceſsion 
from the $0n, all others being excluded the power of giving Suttrage ; 
who were accuſtomed formerly to give it, ſuch as the great offcers of the 
Church of Conſtantinople, the Cenobiurchs and others ; but to fill up the 
number, all the Conrticrs were called in, who made no dilpute, but did 
preſently what the Emperonr would have them do. Having difpatched 
this aftcr this manner, the other Controvertics concerning the Addztion 
to the Ereed, unleavened bread in the Enchariſt, Purgatory, Pope's Suprema- 
cy, the Emperonr agreed them privately, never ſo much as communicating 
them tothe Greek Synod. Among the Emperonrs Inſtruments, the Biſhop 
of Aſitylene went roundly to work, ſaying openly, Let the Pope give me 
fo many Florens to be diſtributed to whow Tthink fit, and 1 make no queſtion 
but to bring them in very readily to ſubſcribe the Union 5, which he accord- 
ingly effected; and the ſame. way was taken with ſeveral others: by 
which, and other means, moſt of thoſe who were cxcludet from the Suf- 
frages were.at laſt perlwaded to Subſcribe, This is the ſhort account of 
the management of thoſe affairs at Florence, which are more particularly 
and largely proſecuted by the Author, wherein we fee what Clandeſtine 
Arts, what menaces, and infinuations, what threats and promifes were 

uled to bring the poor Greeks to conlent to this pretended Urior. For it 
afterwards appeared to be no more than pretended; for the infinitely 
greater number of Biſhops at home refuſed it, and theſe very B/hops 
themſelves, when they law what arts were ufed in it, fell oft from 
It again, and the Emperonr found himſelf at Jaſt deccived in his great 
expectations of help from the Lativs, Muſt we then acknowledge this 
tor a free and General Conncil, which hath a promile of Infallibility an- 
nexed tothe detinitions of 1t ? Shall we from hence pronounce the Greeks 

Dofrine to be Heretical, when fer all thele proceedings, yet at laſt no 

more was agreed on, than that they did both believe the Proceſſzon from the 

Sor, without condemmng the other opinion as Heretical, as you pretend, 

which the Greeks would never have conſented to? or Anathematizing the 

perſons who denyed it, as was uſual in former Gereral Conncils, who did 

luppoſc it not enough ro have it virtually done by the poſitive definition, 

but did exprelly and formally doit. For when this Anathematizing dif- 

{enters was propounded among the Greeks by Beſſarion of Nice, and Ikdore 

of Ryſſra (who for their great ſervice to the Pope in this buſinefs were 

made Cardinals ) it was refuſed by the re(t, who were zealous promoters 

of the Union, Thus I have at large (more out of a deſign to vindicate the 

Greek Church, than being necctiitated to it by any thing you produce ) 
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ſhewed, that there is no reaſon from Axthorzty either before or after the 
Council of Florence,to charge the Greek Church with Hereſie, 

I now come to the examination of your Theological Reaſon,by which you 
think you have ſoevidently proved the Greeks Opinion to be Herefie, that 
you introduce it with confidence in abundance. _—_ you, though this 
perſwaſion had not been atteſted by ſuch clouds of witneſſes,Theological Reaſon is 


ſoſtrong a Foundation to confirm it, that I wonder how rational men could ever 


be induced to queſtion the truth of it. Still you ſo unadvitedly place your 
expretiions, that the ſharpeſt which you uſe againſt your adverſarics re- 
turn with more force upon your ſelf: For it being ſo fully cleared, that 
theſe clouds of witne/ſes are Fathers, Conncils,and Popes —_ you, What 
do you elſe by this expreſſion, but exclude them from the number of &4- 
tional men, becauſe, torſooth, not acquainted with the depth of your 
Theological Reaſon. But. Is not this*to make all the Churches of Chriſtendon: 


for many hundred years quite blind, and your ſelf only clear and ſharp-fiehted 2 


Which ſwelling preſumption what Spirit it argues, &c. You lec wee need no 
other weapons againſt you, but your immediate preceding words. What 
pitty itis, that the Fathers and Councils had not been made acquainted 
with this grand Secret of your Theological Reaſon? but happy we that have 
it at ſo cheapa rate! but it may be that is1t which makes us eſteem it no 
more. But ſuch as it is, it being RKeaſoz and Theological too, it deſerves 
the greateſt reſpect that may be, if 1t makes good its title. His Lordſhip 
had ſaid, That fince the Greeks, notwithſtanding this opinion of theirs, de- 
2y not the equality or Conſubſtantiality of the Perſons in the Trinity, he dares 
not deny them to be a true Church for this opinion, though he grants then 
erronious in it. So this you reply, 1s it (think you) enough to aſſert the 
Divinity, and Conſubſtantiality, and perſonal Diſtinion of the Holy Ghoſt 
Cas the Biſhop ſages) to ſave from Hereſie the denyal of his Proceſſion from the 
Father and the Son as from one Principle * Put why 1s it not encugh ? 
your Theological Keaſon is that we want, to convince us of the contrary 
That therefore follows. Would not he that ſhould affirm the Son to be a di- 
ftind perſon from, and Conſubſtantial to the Father, but denyed his eternal 
Generation from him, be an Heretick £ Or he, who held the Holy Ghoſt, di- 
flind from, and Conſubſtantial to them both, but affirmed his Proceſsion to 
be from the Son only, and not from the Father, be guilty of Hereſte 2 It is then 
moſt evident, that not only an errour againſt the Conſubſtantiality and Di- 
ſtiniion, but againſt the Origination, Generation, and Proceſsion of the Di- 
wine Perſons, is ſufficient matter of Hereſle, Your faculty at Clinching your 
Arguments, is much better than of Dr:ving them iz + For your Conclu- 
lion is #2oſt evident, when your Premiſes have nothing lik evidence in 
them. For, 1. He that doth acknowledge the Sox to be Conſubſtantial 
with the Father, and yet a diſtin perſon from him, muſt needs therein 
acknowledge his Fternal Generation : for how he ſhould be the Sox of 
the ſame nature with God, and yet having a diſtin&t Perſonality as a Sor, 
without Eternal Generation; 1s ſo hard to underſtand, that I muſt confeſs, 
that whoever aflerts the one, and deny's the other, is ſo far from Theolo- 
gical Reaſon, that I think he hath no common reaſon in him. Is this then, 
think you, a parallel caſe with the Proceſſion of the Spzrit from the Sor, 
which may be ſuppoſed Conſubſtantial to Father and $02, and a diſtin&t 
perlon trom both, without any Connotation of reſpett to the Perſonality 
of the So, as a principle of Sprratzon £' 2. He that ſhould afhrm the Pro- 
-;/5i0n of the Spirit only from the $07, and not the Father, would yu 
mu 
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much more abſurdly than the Greeks do ; for thereby he would deſtroy 
the Father's being the fountain or principle of Origznation, as to the di- 
ſtin&t Hypoſt aſes of Son and Spirit; he would plainly and directly thwart 
the Creed cf the ſecond General Council and, which is more than would 
ſpeak directly againſt expreſs words of Scripture, which ſay, The Spirit 
proceeds from the Father : which by the conſent of the Chriſtian Church, 
hath been interpreted of the Eternal Proceſſion. And by thistime, I 
hope you begin to have better thoughts of rational men, than to make 
ſach a wonder at their queſtioning the Greeks Hereſze ;, but if this be your 
Theological Reaſon, one ſcruple of common reaſon goes far beyond it. 

We have had a fair proof of your kill at charging, we ſhall now ſce 
how good you areat ſtanding your ground. Your main detence lyes in 
a diſtinction which ruines you 3 for you think to ward off all the citations 
his Lordſhip produceth againſt you out of the Schoolmren and others, that 
the Greeks and Latins agree with each other,in eandem fidei ſententiam, up- 
on the ſame ſentence of Faith, but differ only in words, by ſaying, That the 
Greeks #mſt be diſtinguiſhed into Ancient and Modern, The Ancient, you 
ſay, expreſſed themſelves per filium, Lut they meant thereby a filio « whereas 
the Modern Greeks will not admit that expreſſion a filio, but per fiinm only, 
and that too in a ſenſe diſſignificative to a filio. This is the tubſtance of all 
the anſwer you give, both in general, and to the particular authorities 
for ſeveral pages; The diſproof therefore of this diſtinction muſt by 
your own Confeſlion, make all thoſe teſtimonies ſtand good againſt you; 
which I ſhall do by two things. 1. By ſhewing that the Ancient Greeks 
Cid aflert as much as the Modern do in this Controverſie. 2. That thoſe 
who ſpeak expreſly of the Modern Greeks, do deny their difference from 
us Ih any matter of Faith. 1. That the Ancient Greeks did aflert as much 
as the Modern do. By the Ancient Greeks, we muſt here underſtand 
thoſe who writ before the Schoolper, whole teſtimonies you would an- 
lwer by this diſtinftion. Now nothing can be more clear than that thoſe 
Greeks who writ before tkem, did as percmptorily deny the Proceſſzon fron: 
the Sor, as any of the Modern Greeks do, We have already produced 
the teſtimony of Theodoret, who accounts the contrary opinion blaſphe- 
mous and impious ; and that of Fhotizs, who ſo largely and vehemently 
diſputes againſt the Proceſſion from the Son. To whoml ſhall add two 
more of great reputation, not only in the Greek, but in the Latin Church ; 
andthofe are Theophylad and Damaſcen, Theophyla#, whether he lived in 
the time of Photizs, about 870, as the common opinion is, or more pro- 
bably in tke time of Michael Cernlarins, as great an _ as Photius 
to the Latins, about 1070. yet was long enough before the Schoolmer © tor 
Peter Lombard flouriſhed. A. D. 1145. and Thomas and Bonaventure, about 
1260. So that inthis reſpect he muſt be one of the Ancient Greeks ; He 


therefore delivers kis opinion as expretly as may be in his Commentaries Theophy 1G in 
Jo = 26, 


on St. Joh: ;, and that not as his own private opinion, but as the common 
ſenſe of the Greek Church ;, for there taking occaſion to ſpeak how the Spi- 
rit is the Spirit of the Son, For the Latins, faith he, apprehend it amiſs, and 
miſtaking it, ſay, That the Sparit proceeds from the Son. 


Eut we anſwer, That it is one thing to ſay, The Spirit is Oi 3 or weos may Ta Ende, Our ct 
1949 *s | ey %; Tons» 156 Gann, im m MWivua bt 
the Spirit of the Son, which we aſſert; and another, that 7 -- iamogivd)es. TheophylaR.in Joh.z. 


i proceeds from the Son, which we deny; for it hath 

no teſtimony of Scripthre for it, and then we mmſt bring in two principles, the 
Father and the Son, And withall adds, that when Chrift breathed the 
Spirit 
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Spirit on his Diſciples, it 1snot to be underſtood perſonally, but 1n regard 
of the gift of remitſion of ſins 3 after which,he briefly and comprehentive- 

ly ſets down the opinion of the Greek Church : Believe 
mT ue &n 5% ms i thou that the Spirit doth proceed from the Father , but 


aeclerars ff vis; repmairoes Th Aloe, gruen to men by the Son; and let this be the Rule 
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of ſound doF@rine to thee. Ard what now do the 410- 
dern Grecks ſay more than Theophyla& did ? or what do they fay lels; for 
thicy acknowledge, that thg Spirit is the Spirit of the Sor as well as he ? 
To the ſame purpoſe Damaſcen, who lived between the 6. and 7. Synod, 
about A. D. 730. inthe time of Leo Jaurys, delivers the lenle of the Greek 
Church in his time concerning this Article, Jt zruſt be conſidered, faith he, 

That we aſſert not the Father to be from any, but that he 
3n# mica, i nya 3s ſaid to be the Father of the Son. We ſay not, that the 
5 ev Teuts mane? ®. gon gs a proper cauſe, neither the Father, but we ſay, 
the Son is from the Father, and of the Father, The 
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ther ;, but we ſay net, the $pirit is from the Son, but we 
5 Vie Wquileui. — 4 call him the Spirit of the Son 5 And we confeſs, that by 
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words are {o plain, that the Patriarch Hieremias pro- 
ducing them, ſaith, Nothing can be more clear and 
evident than theſe words are. But the Philoſopher, who was ſo much pleaſed 
toſce the Aſs rumble his thiſtles, could not take much leſs contentment to 
ſec how the Schoolmen handle this teſtimony of Damaſcen, For ,being very 
loath that ſo zcalous an aſlertor of 7z-ages, ſhould in any thing ſeem oppo- 
ſite tothe Ckurch of Rome,they very handſomly, and with wonderful ſub- 
tilty*"bring him off, by admiring the wiſdom'and caution he uſcth, in theſe 
words. $0 your own St.Boxraventure,whoſe teſtimony youthink ſo confide- 
rablc, as to produce at large, Tamer ipſe cante loquitur,ande non dicit quod 
Spirilus non eſt a filio, ſed dicit on dicimus a filio,which you put in great let- 
ters the moreto be taken notice of.But,I pray, What was it whichDamaſcer 
was there dclivering of ? was it not the ſenſe of the Greek Church concern- 
ing the Perſons of the Trinity £ and how could he otherwilc have exprel- 
{cd it, than by or dicinms ; but if this muſt argue what Bozaverture and 
you would have from it (for this is the only teſtimony: you give of your di- 
{tinction of Ancient and Modern Greeks) will it not as well hold for the 
otlicr things before mentioned concerning the Father and the Sor, where 
he uſeth 4701275 E* non dicimms, as well as here ? And therefore Aquninus 
was much wilecr, who plainly condenins Damaſcer tor a Neſtorian tn this, 
licet a quibuſd a1 dicatur, &c. Although it be ſaid by ſome, that in theſe 
words, ke zeither affirms or denys it wherein I am much miſtaken, if he 
rcfiectsnot on Bonaventure, Vaſquez, Petavins, and ſeveral others think 
to bring Dazaſcen oft by the diſtinFions of a filio, and per filium, much to 
your purpoſe : but in the great diſpute at the Council at Florence between 
Beſ/arion and Marcus Epheſus, about tlic importance of the Articles is & 0s, 
Marcus Epheſins produccth the words of Dayraſcen exprelly. that the Spirit 
doth not proceed from the Son, but by the Son, where- 


«655 we 49 ei re T's by it is plain, that he underſtood per filinmr, in oppo- 
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Te en ie ſition toafilio. And Beſjarion had nothing elſe to re- 


turn in anſwer to it, but that he could produce but 
one out of Antiquity, who ſaid ſo. Thus we ſce, if Theophyla@ and Da- 
maſcen, as well as Theodoret and Photius, be Ancient Greeks; your diſtinCtion 
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comes to nothing, But beſides this, it appears by the dilputations of Hu- 
20 Etherianus againſt the Greeks, who lived, faith Bel/armin, A.D. 1160. 
{till extant injthe Bibliotheca Patrum, that the Greeks held the very ſame 
then that they do now. And ſo inthe Syed of Bar in Apulia, when An- 
elm diſputed lo ſtoutly againſt the Greeks, that Pope Urban laid, he was, 
altering orbis Papa, as the ſtory is related by Eadwerws and Wilhelmus Mal- 


mesburienſis ;, it appears, they denyed the Proceſſion of the Sparit abſolutely 


Eadmer . de Ul 
ta Anſelm.l. 2, 
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from the Son; (and this was A. D. 1096.) as is evident from the Letter of gf Porif. 
Hildebertws to him about the publiſhing his Diſputation, and from the =Wg-> bo 


Book of Anſelm ſtill extant on that ſubjett. We find not therefore any 


- ground for this diftinftion of yours concerning the Ancient and Modery: 


Greeks ;, and therefore they who ſaid, that there was no real ditterence in 
any matter of Faith between the Ancient Greeks and Latins, muſt be un- 
derſtood as well of the Modern Greeks, as them : Their words being no 
more capable of ſuch a tolerable interpretation as you ſpeak of, than the 
words of any of the Modern Greeks are. | 
His Lordſhip was proving, that the point was not fundamental, that 
the Greeks and Latins diflered in from that acknowledgement of Peter Lon - 
bard, and the Schoolmen; that is to ſay, The Holy Ghoſt is the Spirit of the F a- 
ther and the Son, and that he is, or proceeds from the Father and the Son, is 
not to ſpeak different things, but the ſame ſenſe in different words. Now in 
this cauſe, faith he, where the words cifer, but the ſentence of Faith is the 
Same, (penitis eadem) even altogether the ſame,can the point be fundamental ? 
But, ſay "you, he was to prove, that ſuch as were in grievous errour in Divini- 
ty, erred not fundamentally ; and, for proof of this, be alledges juch as have 
210 real erronr at all in Divinity. But do you not hereih wiltully miſtake 
his Lordſhjps meaning ? For in the Paragraph foregoing, his Lordſpip firſt 
declares his own okement concerning the denying the Proceſſion of the 
Holy Ghoſt, viz. That he did acknowledge it to be a grievous errour in Divi- 
nity : but yet he could not judge the Greeks guilty of a fundamental er- 
rour, which he proves by a double medium. 1. Becavſe they did not there- 
by deny the Equality and wa FF" of the. perſons. 2. Becauſe divers 
learned men were of opinion; \ that & filio, & per filimmJin the ſenſe of the 
Greek Church, was but a queſtion in modo loquendi, and therefore not funda- 
mental; now tor this he produceth thoſe teſtimonies. Now, I pray, do 
you put nodifference between the making the deryal of a Propoſution to be 
an errour, and the ſaying, that ſuch perſons are guilty of the denyal of that 
Propoſition. His Lordſhip grants the denyal of the Proceſſcon to be a grie- 
vous errour in Divinity, but he queſtioned (as the Greeks expreſſed them- 
ſelves, for thoſe very words he inſerts) whether they were guilty of de- 
1ying that Propoſation, as appears by the authorities of the Schoolmer, and 
therefore certainly much lets guilty of a fundamental errour. Thus you 
ſee his Lordſhiptully proves what he intends; for if we 45 in ſenſe, 
they were much lets pnilty' of a fundamental: errour, than if they had 
plainly denyed the Proceſſion, which he fuppoſeth from thoſe authorities 
that they'did-not. Andtherefore when-you Sarcaſtically ask, Is not this 
ſtrong Logick? The only anſwer I ſhall give you, 1s, That if you appre- 
hend it not to he lo, it is becauſe of theweakzeſs of your Theological Reaſor. 
And therefore you put his Lordſhips Defender on'a ſtrange task, to prove 
from thoſe Authorities, that thoſe Greeks who erre grieuouſly in Divinity, erre 
not fundamentally. Wher' the onlydelign of his Lordfbip, in produci 
thoſe Authorities, was to they, that according tothtir opinion, the Greeks 
; WETE 
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were ſofar fromerring fundamentally, that they did not erre grievouſly in 
Divinity. And to this purpoſe the citation of Peter Lombard was pertinent, 
who ſaith, That becauſe the Greeks acknowledge, that the Holy Ghoſt is the Sp; 
rit of the Son, though he doth not proceed from hin therefore the difference 
between the Greeks and Latins, is in words, and not in ſenſe; but, you lay, 
He ſpeaks only of ſuch as differed in words, and not in ſubſtance 5 as though 


he put a diflerence between the Greeks, that ſome dittered-in words, and 7; 
others really, which is quite beſide his meaning : for he takes not the |} 


leaſt notice of any ſuch difference among themſelves; but ſaith, The dift- 
ference it ſelf concerning - the Proceſſzor, the Greeks acknowledging the 
Holy _ to be the Spirzt of the Sox, is more verbal, than real. And that 
the preſent Greeks ſay full as much, is evident; for they acknowledge the 
ſame things in an words. Theteſtimony of Bozaverture hath been 
already confidered, as far as concerns moos fg as for the reſt, it was 
ſufficient for his Lordſþips purpole,to produce ſuch a Confeſſion from fo bit- 
ter an enemy of the Greeks, as Bonaventure was (lo his Lordſhip in his Mar- 
ginal Citation fayes truly of him, /icet Grecis infenſi ſuns, &c.) that he 
doth not deny but that ſalvation might be had without the article of F;- 
liog, 5 but whether on that ſappoſition there were ſufficient reaſon to add 
it to the Creed, will be conſidered afterwards. Though Bonaventure held 
the Greeks to be Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, 1 hope you do not think, that 
is Argument enough to. perſwade us that they were ſo. That azy thing, 
without -which ſalvation might have been had before, may, by the definition of 
your Church, becoms ſo neceſſary, that men cannot be ſaved without the belief | 
of it, had»need be more than barely aflerted either by Bonaventure, or you; |; 
and we muſt wait for the proof of it, for any thing here ſaid by either of | 
you. That the Greeks might be excuſed by Ignorance, before ſuch Decla- : 
ration of your Church concerning the Filiog,, and not be excuſed after | 
chrough greater ignorance of any ſuch Power in your Church, to declare | 
ſuch things to be matters of Faith, 1s an aflertion not eaſie to be ſwallowed 
by ſuch as have any ſtrength of Logick, or one drach of Theological Rea- : 
ſon : Orelle it is a very ſtrange thing,you ſhould think it ſuthcient for the -| 
Greeks to know, what.-your Church had declared without an antecedent 
knowledge that your Church had power to declare. How much you anſwer '. 
at random, appears by your anſwering « rape his teſt:-rony, inſtead of | 
that of Jodocus CliFFovers, as is plain enough in his Lordſhips Margin; and | 
you might have been eaſily ſatisfied that it was ſo, if you had taken the | 
pains tolook into either of them. But the art of it was, Aquinas his te- 
ſtimony might be eaſily: anſwered, becauſe he ſpeaks only by hear-lay, | 
concerning the opinion of ſome certain Greeks ; but CliFovens, his was | 
cloſe to the purpoſe, who plainly confeſleth, that the difference of the 
Ancient Greeks was more in words, and the manner of explaining the Proceſ- 
fron then in the thing it ſelf. This therefore you thoughtfit to ſlide by, 
and anſwer. Aquinas for him. Your anſwer to $cotus > - ds on the for- | 
mer diſttnCtion of Anciert and Modern Greeks, and therefore falls with it. 
Bellarmin's anſwer concerning Damaſeer, and your own after Bonaventure 
of his 07: dicimss, hath been ſufficiently diſproved already. What Tolet 
holds, or the Latherans deny, ; the words of neither being of either ſide 
produced, delerve no further conſideration, 

You tell us, his Lordſhips Argument depends upon this, That the Holy 
Gboſt may be equal. and conſubſtantial with the $on, though be proceed not 
. fromit;; which, you ſay, is a matter too deep for his Lordſhip to wade into, 

Put 
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Fut any indifferent Reader would think it had been your concernment to 
have ſhewn the contrary, that thereby you might ſeem to make good fo 
heavy a charge, as that of Hereſie, again the whole Greek Church, For, 
if the Holy Ghoſt cannot be equal an conlubſtantial with the $07, if it pro- 
cceds not from the £07 then it foHows, that they who deny this Proceſit- 
on, muſt deny that Equality and Conſubſt antiality of the Spirit with the 
$0n: which you ought to prove,to make good your charge of Herefie. But 
on the other ſide, if the Spirit may be proved to be God by fuch Argu- 
1ents as do not at all infer his Proceſſzor ſrom the Sor ; then his equality 
and conſubſtantiality doth not depend upon that Procellion # for I ſup- 
poſe you grant, that it 1s the Unity of Eſſence in the Perſons which make 
them equal and conſubſtantialz bur we may ſufficiently prove the Spirit 
tobe God by ſuch Arguments as donot infer the Procefiion from the Sor 3 
as I might eaſily make appear by all the —_— inſiſted onto that pur- 
poſe : - but I only mention that which the ſecond Gereral Council thought 
moſt cogent tothat purpoſe, which is the Spirit's eternal Proceſſzon from the 
Father ; if that proves the Spirit to be God, then its equality with the Son, 
is proved without his Proceffion from the Son; for I hope you will not, 
fay, that the proving his Proceflion from the Father, doth imply Procef- 
ſion from the Son tco : beeauſe the Preceflion cannot be ſuppoſed to be 
from the cllence, tor then the Spirit would proceed from it felt, but from 
the Hypoſtaſts, and thcretore one cannot 1mply the concurrence of the 
other. And ſince you pretend fo much to underſtand theſe depths; be- 
fore you renew a charge of Hereſie againſt the Greek, Church in this par- 
ticular,make uſe of your Theological reaſo#r in giving an Intelligible Anſwer 
to theſe Queſtions. 1. Why the Spirit may not be equal and conſub- 
ſtantial to the other Perſons in the Trinity, ſuppoſing his Proceſſion tobe 
only from the Father, as the Sox to be equal and conſubſtantial with them, 
when his Generation is only from the Father £ 2. If the Proceſſion from 
the Sou be neceſiary to make the Spirit confubſtantial with the Son, why 
15 not Gencraticn of the Son by the Spirit neceflary to make the Son con- 
tubſtantial with the Spirit 2 3. If the Spirft doth proceed from Father 
andl Son as diſtinct Hypoſtaſes, how he can procecd from thele Hypoſtaſes as 
one principle by one common Spiration, without contounding their Per- 
fonalties ? or elle, ſhew how two diſtinct Hypoſtaſes alwayes remaining lo, 
Ccati concur in the ſame numerical action ad intra? 4. If there be ſfucha 
necellity of believing this as an Article of Faith, why hath not God 
thought fit toreveal to us, the diſtinCt exzarations of the Sor and Spirit ; 
and wherein the eternal Generation of the Son may be conceived as 
diſtinct fromthe Proceſſzon of the Spirit, when both equally agree in the 
ſame efexce, and neither of them expres the perſonality of the Father 2 
Either I fay undertake intelligibly to reſolve theſe things, or eſe ſurceaſe 


, Your charge of Hereſie againſt the Greek, Church, and upbraid not his Lord- 


thip for not entering into theſe depths. Methinks, their being confeſſed 
to be Depths on both lides.might teach you a little more modelty in hand- 
ling them, and much more charity to men who difier about them. For 
you may tee, the Greeks want not great plauliblenels of reaſon on their 
ide, as well as Authority cf Scripture and Fathers, plain for them, but not 
lo again{t them. As long therefore as the Greek Church confelleth the 
Drvinity, Conjubſt antiality, Eternal Prece;Jton of the Spirit ; and acknow- 
ledgeth it to be the Spirit of the $09, there muſt be fomething more in it 
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then the bare denyal of the Proceſſion from the Son, which muſt make 
you ſo eager in your charge of Hereſie againſt her. The truth is, there 
15 ſomething elſe in the matter 3 by this Article of Fzlzoque, the Authority 
of the Clurch ot Rome in matters of Faith is ſtruck at : and therefore if 
this be an Hereſie, it muſt be on the account of denying the plenitude of 
her power in matters of Faith, as Anſel»: and Bonaventure ingenuout]y 
conflh it, and plead it on that account. And therefore wiſe men are not 
apt to believe, but that if he Church of Koxze had not been particular] 

concerned in this addition to the Creed ;, if the Greeks would have ſub- 
mitted in all other things to the Church of Rome, this charge of Hereſje 
would ſoon be taken off the File. Burt, as things ſtand, ifſhe be not found 
ouilty of Hereſie, ſhe may be found as Catholick, as Rome, and more too, 
and therefore there is a neceſſity for it, ſhe muſt be contented to bear it, 
for it is not conſiſtent with the Intereſt of the Charch of Rome, that ſhe 
ſhould be free from Hereſie, Schiſmr, &c. But if ſhe hath no ſtronger Ad- 
verſaries to make good the charge then you, ſhe may ſatisfie her {clf, that 
though the blows be rude, yet they are given her by feeble hands. For 
let us now make way for Theological reaſox to enter the liſts armed Cap-a-pe 
in Mood and Figure. For now at laſt —_ tell us, Tou will argue in Forme 
againſt his Lordſhip and the Greek Church together. And thus it proceeds, 
If the Greeks errour be not only concerning, but againſt the Holy Ghoſt, then 
( according to the Biſhops own diſtin@ion ) they have bf all aſſiſtance of that 
bleſſed Spirit, and are become no true Church But their errour is not only 
concerning, but 4Lainf the Holy Ghoſt > Therefore, &c. The Major or firſt 
Propoſition contains the Biſhops own DoFrine, the Minor or ſecond Propoſition 
(wherein you learnedly tell us, what the Major and Minor in Syllogiſms 
are) you thus prove. Allerrours, ſpecially oppoſite to the particular and per- 
ſonal Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, are ( according to all Divines ) not only er- 
rours concerning. but errours againſt the Holy Ghoſt : But the Greeks errour is 
oppoſite to the particular and perſonal Proceſſuon of the Holy Ghoſt, as is already 
proved : Ergo, their errour is not only concerning,but againſt the Holy Ghoſt; 
whoſe aſſiſtance therefore they have loſt, not only according to the firſt, but 
even latter branch of the Biſhops diſtin&ion : and conſequently remain na 
true Church, Now who is there, that out of meer pitty can find in his 
heart not to yield thisto you, when you have been at ſuch pains to prove 
it 2 But things ſet out with the greateſt formality have not alwayes the 
moſt ſolidity in them. Alltheforce of this Argument,ſuch as it is, lye's in 
this, that his Lordſhip had faid, That the errour of the Greeks was rather 
about the Dettrine concerning the Holy Ghoſt, then again(t the Holy Ghoſf, 
which he after explains, by ſaying, 1t was not ſuch an errour, as did deſtro 

the equality or Conſubſtantiality of the Spirit with the other perſons of the 
Trinty; | pray now take his Lordſhips explication of himſelf, and you 
muſt torm your Argument after another way then you have done : but 
you ſaw well enough, that you could not make any ſhew of an Argument 
but meerly from words. If thought it worth conſidering, it were eafie 
to tell you, that whar is only againſt the Proceſſion from the Son, is not 
thereby againſt the Holy Ghoſt, becauſe it may be the Holy Ghoſt, i. e. the 
third perſon in the Trinity, though it proceed only from the Father. And 
as well you might fay, that whatever Doctrine denies the Sor: to be begot- 
ten of the Spirit, 1s not only concerning, but againſt the Sox, and urge the 
conlcquences upon as good terms.as you do about the Spiri#: Burt fo 
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trifling an Argument is too much honoured by any ſerious confutation. 
And.it ſeems, you were ſomething ſenſible of it your ſelf, when you fay, 
His Lordſhip ſeemed to have provided againſt the force of it (as who would 
not?) by hinting a difference between errours fundamental and not funda- 
mental; which point Tſhall purpoſely examine in the following Chapter. When 
-ou therefore come to hold forth what is now but hinted at, I ſhall readily 
Looken to what you have to ſay. | 

Thus for any thing or have produced to the contrary, it ſufficiently 
appears, that the Gree Church 1s very unjultly charged with Hereſie by 
you, and that thoſe teſtimonies which his Lordſhip produced, would as 
well hold for the Modern as Ancient Greeks: to which I might add the 
judgement of others of your own ide, who ſpeak as much concerning the 
Modern Greeks, as Thomas a Jeſu, Azorius and others; but I think not that 
way of arguing to have much force on either ſide, and therefore pals it 
over. 

And come to the debate of the Filiog,, with which, you ſay, his Lord- 
ſhip begins to quibble, on occaſion of the I opes inſerting it into the Creed, But 
I amquite of another mind, I think he ſpeaks very ſcrioufly, and with a 
oreat deal of reaſon, when he faith, And Rome 71 this particular ſhould be 
more moderate, if it be but becauſe this Article (Filiogg) was added to the 
Creed by her ſelf. And tis hard to add and Anathematize too. For what 
you ſay to this, of the Holy Ghoſts having leave to aſſiſt the Church, in adding 
o'vy Son for the better explication of any Article of Faith: and then the 
Fope hath leave and command too, to Anathematize all ſuch, as ſhall not al- 
low the uſe of ſuch expreſſions : 1 commend you, that when you muſt beg 
ſomething, you would beg all that was to be had at once ; but, before 
you per{wade us to the digeſting ſuch crudities as theſe are, prove but 
the ſc following things. 1. Where it is, that there is any promile of the 
Holy Ghoſt's afliſtance, in adding any Articles to the Creed, under pretence 
of bettcr expreſſions for explication of them ? 2, Suppoſing ſuch an affi- 
ſtance, what ground is there to impoſe ſuch additional expreſſzors, lo that. 
thoſe who admit them not, mult be guilty of Herelie, and conſequently 
(by your principles) incurr cternal damnation. 3. How thoſe expreſſions 
can be accounted a better exp/ication of an Article of Faith, which con- 
tain ſomething not implyed in, nor necellarily deduced from, any other 
Article of Faith ? 4. If this aſſiſtance be promuled to the Church, how any 
one part of that Church, as great a part itifly oppoſing ſuch additional ex- 
ections, can claim that afli{tance to it felf 5 the other parts of the Ca- 
tholick Church, utterly denying it? 5. It an afhiſtance as to fuch things be 
promiſed the Church, why may it not be more reaſonably preſumed to be 
in an Oecumenical Council, as that at Epheſus forbidding fuch additions, 
than in any part of the Church, which after ſuch a Decree ſhall directly 
contradict it ? 6. What right can the Church have to Anatherratize any 
for thenot uſing ſuch exprefiions, which that Church which determins the 
ule of them, doth acknowledge to be only expreſſions for better expli- 
cation of an Article of Faith ? and conſcquently the denyal of them can- 
not amount to the denyal of an Article of Faith? but only of the better 
cxplication of it. 7. It all theſe things be granted, how comes the Pope, xot 
only to have leave, but command too, to Anathematize all ſuch as nſe not 
theſe exprejſzons £ Where is that Command extant ? how comes it to be li- 
mited to him? Is he expreſled in it ? or doth it by neceſflary conſequence 
follow fromit? What good would it do us, to ſee but one oftheſe proved, 
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which you very fairly beg in the lump together : And, till you have pro- 
ved them all, you may atlure your ſelf, that we ſhall never believe that 
the Pope hath ſo much as leave, much leſs command, to Add and Anathema- 
tize too. 
As tothe Filiog,, you grant, That many hundred years had paſſed from the 
time of the Apoſtles, before Filiog, was added to the Nicene Creed, and more 
ſence the declarations and decrees were ſufficiently publiſhed, and in all theſe 
years ſalvation was had withgut mention of Filiog, A fair Conceſſion; and 
nothing is wanting to deſtroy all that you had ſaid before, but only this, 
that what wasnot once neceſlary to Grate, cannot by any after-decla- 
ration of the Church be made neceſlary, as ſhall be abundantly manife- 
ſted in the Cortroverſte of Fundamentals, What follows, muſt be more 
particularly conſidered, becauſe therein you would fain remove the Ar- 
ticle of F:l704,, from being the cauſe of the Schiſm between the Eaſtern and 
Weſtern Churches, and impute it wholly to the Pride and Ambition of the 
Eaſtern Prelates. Your words are. But it is alſo true, That the addition of 
Filiog, to the Creed, was made many years before the difference brake out be- 
tween the Latins and Greeks; ſo that the inſerting this word(Filiog, ) into the 
Creed, was not the firſt occaſion of Schiſm + But g rudges ariſing among the 
Greeks, who had been a large flouriſhing Church, with a number of moſt learn- 
ed and zealous Prelates, and held the Articles ſtill, though upon cmptier heads; 


fach, quickly filled with wind, thinking their ſwelling places, and great City 


of Conſtantinople, might hold up againſt Rome ; they began to quarrel, not 
fer places (that was too mean a motive for ſuch as look'd ſo big) but firſt they 
would make it appear, they could teach Rome ; nay, they ſpyed out Hereſtes in 
it (the old way of all Hereticks ) and ſo fell to queſtion Proceſſion of the 
Holy Ghoſt , and muſt needs have Filiog, out of the Creed, Thele words of 
yours, lay the charge of Sch;ſzz onthe Greeks wholly, and therefore, in or- 
der to our vindication of them from thar, two things muſt be enquired 
into. 1. Whether it was in your Churches Power to make the Addition 
of Filiog, to the Creed. 2, Whether the Greeks Ambition and Pride were 
the only cauſe cf the Separation between the Eaſtern and Weſtern 
Churches, 

1. Concerning the addition of Fi/zog,, two things muſt be enquired in- 
toz 1. Whenit began, and by whom it was added to the Creed. 2. Whe- 
ther they who added it, had power ſo todo, and to impoſe on all others 
the uſe of it. 

1. Concerning the time of this Addition, nothing ſeems more dark in 
Church-hiſtory than the precile and punCtual time of it. And ſo much 
you acknowledge your ſclf elſewhere. Burt it ſeems, it 1s your con- 
cernment, to lay, That the Addition was made before the difference brake 
out. Tothatl anſwer, if you mean, that in ſome Churches the Proceſ02 
Jrom the Son was acknowledged before that difference, I grant it, as 1s 
clear by tome Comncils of Toledo, and, that the doctrine of the Proceſſion 
was received 11 Frazce to, about the time of Charls the Great, I acknow- 
ledge, and that it was admitted into the ſolemn Offices of the Church ; 
but, that it was added te the Nicere and Conſtantinopolitan Creed to be re- 
ceived by all Chxrches:;, lo that it ſhould not be Jawtul for any to uſe that 
Creed without fiich Addition, that I deny to have been before the Schiſzr, 
but, allcrt it to have beena great occa fion of it. It 1s A 
cd. that in Spain, feveral Councils of Toledo, in their profeſſion of Faith, do 
mention the Procetiion from the Sor ; but this they delivered only as their 

Own 
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own private judgments, and not as the publick Creed received by all 

Churches. For, Petavizs confefleth, that, iz $ymbolo ipſo nihil adjecerunt, Dogmat.Theo!. 
they added nothing at all to the Creed, And, alcthough the cuſtom of ling- 76> 
ing the Conſtantinopolitan Creed inthe Liturgy, ſeems firſt to have begun in 

Spain, from whom Petavius luppoleth both the F rench and Germans rc- 
ceived it 5 yet, even there it appears, It was not univerſally received. For, 

the Church of Sevil contented it {elf ſtill with the Mozarabick Liturgy, in 

which only the bare Nicene Creed was uſed. You tell us indeed, That the 
inſerting the Article in the Conncils of Toledo, is ſuppoſed to have been done 
upon the authority of an Epiſtle they had received ; from Pope Leo: which, P, 164, 
though it be not barely ſuppoſed, bur allerted with great confidence by 
Baroninz; yet, (as moſt other things in him which are brought to advance 
the Pope's Authority) it hath no other ground but his contident aflertion. p,,0u70. 5. 
There being not the leaſt ſhadow of proof for it, bur only that this Leo, 4a. 45.n.58. 
ina certain Epiſtle of his to the Spaniards, did, oce upon a time, mention, 
that the Sor proceeded from the Father. Theretore, in Spain, I grant the 
Dottrine to be received ; I deny the Addition to be made to the Conſtarr- 
tinopolitan Creed : although it beread, as added to it in the 8. or 10.Conr- 
cil of Toledo, under Kecceſnintus A. D. 653. But this was till only the 
declaration of their own Faith, in this Article, and noimpoſing it on 
others. In France, that it began to bereceived in publick Ute A. D. 89. 
muſt be acknowledged by the proceedings of the Legats from the Conncil 
of Aquiſerane to Pope Leo 3. Burt, 1t appears as clearly, that Pope Leo did 
then condemn the uſe of it. as will be thewed afterwards. When it ſhould 
creep into the Athanaſtan Creed, ſeems as hard to find out, as when firſt 
added to the C onſtantinopolitan ; but, it we believe Pitheus, the whole 
Creed was of a French Compoſition (there being many Arguments to per- 
ſwade us, it never was made by Athazaſizs; of which, in their due place ) 
and Yoſſz#s adds, That it is very probable it was com- | 
poſed about the time of Charls the Great, the Contro- 29% —_— wane prayer 
verlie being then fo rite about the Procefhion. But ; Theoloys tamex inter illes deft ime __ 
that ſeems the leſs probable, becaufe the Article of #ifmg; ſcriptum, P. Pithes opuſc. de 
Filiog, 15 not found in the Ancient Copies of that ce y rribus [ronko! Aldead abp-o5 28, 
Creed, For Spalat enſis laith, That in all the Greck Co- Spaia'eaſs de Rep. Eccleſ. Tome 3.0.7. 
pies he had ſeen, there was only mention made of the 79! OS OTIS Yn Ci Benn 
Proceſston from the Father, And the Patriarch Cyril þ, 404, pts 0: 0 Os AO 
faith, That not only the Symbol of Athanaſius is adulte- 

rated among the Latins:, but, that it is proved to be ſo by the more ancient 

and gentine Copies : But, however this be, we deny not but the Articte of 
Proceſſion fromthe Soz, grew into uſe, eſpecially in the Ga/l/itan and Spa- 

niſl Churches, betore the Schiſmr broke out between the Eaſtern and We- 
ſtern Churches ;, but, our enquiry is not concerning that, but concerning 

the time when it was ſo added to the Conſtartinopolitan Creed, that it was | 
required to be uſcd only with that addition. For this you tell us, That Þ. 164. 
Hugo Eterianus aff:r-as, that it was added by the Pope in a full Conncil at 

Rome, but ke names not the Pope. $0 likewite the Latin Divines, at the 

Conncil of Florence, pretended (ill, that it was added by the Pope in a full 

Council, but very coretuily forbare the mention of the perſon, or the pun- 

Ctual time. But, iti; your unhappincfs, it there be divers opinions to be 
followed, to make choice of the molt improbable z as you do here, when 

you embrace that of Soc9/0u745, which is, That the Fathers of the firſt Conn- 

cil at Conſtantinople, ſending the Conf:Sron of their Faith ts Pope Damalus, 
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and his Council at Rome ;, the Pope and Council at Rome approved of their 


— 


faid —_ but yet added, by way of explication, the word Filioq; to the 
, 


Article which concerned the Holy Ghoſt ; and this they did, to ſignifie, that the 
Holy Ghoſt as true God, proceeded from the Son, and was not made or crea- 
ted by him, as ſome Hereticks in thoſe times began to teach, Neither doth he, 
ſay you, affirm this without citation of ſome credible authority. I could wiſh 
you had produced it, not only for our fatisfaCtion,but of the more learn- 
cd men of your own fide, who look on this as an improbable fiction. 
Bel/armin produceth many Arguments againſt it, ſaying, That no men- 
tion is made of it inthe Conrcils, or Ti heodbvar's Hiſtory, who particularly 
relates the Letters of the Council to Damaſus, and his to the Council; that 
Lco 3. cauſed the Conſtantinopolitan Creed tobe inſcribed in a filver Table, 
without that Addition ; that the third Council of Toledo uſed the Creed 
without that Addition; that the Greeks did not begin this Controverſe till 
A. D. 600. And how could they poſiibly charge the Latins with break- 
ing the Canons of the third Occumenical (when, according to this opinion) 
it was added in the ſecond. Petavins is lo great a friend to your opinion, 
that in plain terms he calls it ridzculows, and abundantly confutes that 
imagination of its bcing inſerted, becauſe of the Hereſic of the Yommniz, 
as Manuel Calecas calls it, who with Ariſtins are all thole worſhipful 
Authoritics which this opinion ſtands on. But, ſetting aſide the contrary 
Authorities to theſe,any one,who is any thing verſed in this Controverlie, 
muſt needs eſteem this the moſt improbable account that can be given of 
this Addition. For,if this were true, how little did the Latzzs at the Conn- 
cil at Florence underſtand their buſineſs ; when, it they could have pro- 
duced ſuch an Addition before the Epheſire Council, all the Greeks objeGti- 
ons had come to nothing # If this were true, how little did Leo 3. conſult 
his own, or his predeceſſors honour, who diſlwaded the Legats of the 
Council at Aqiiſerane, from continuing in the Creed that Addition of F3- 
lieg, : for, when after a great deal of diſcourſe concerning the Article and 
the Addition; the Leecats at laſt tell him, That they perceived, his pleaſure 
was, that it ſhould be taken out of the Creed, and ſo every one left to his liber- 

ty. His anſwer is, Soit is certainly determined by me, 


440 2999 ge _ parce derernitariits aud I would perſwade you by all means to aſſent to it : 
103-4 #3 a UfurM Af RAltatitr, 4 AOULS OMe *C . . . 
COS faadetay, Apad. Sirnzond. Concil, And,to manitclt this to be his conſtant judgment, he 


Gallic. To 2. 


Baron, Annal, 


Phor in ep. ad Patriarch. Aquilcicnl. 
Per, Lombard, 


p. 256. cauſed the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, without the Ad- 
ad An. 809. dition of Filioq) to be inſcribed in agreaterſilver Tablet, 


und placed publickly in the Church, to be read of all, as 
appears by the teſtimony of Photius, and Peter Lom- 
bard, that ſo all, both Greeks and Latins, might ſee, 
that nothing was added to the Creed. Had not this now been a {ſtrange aCtion 
of his, if this Addition had bcen fo long before in the time of Damaſws £ 
Nothing then can be more evident, than that in this Leo's tizze, no fuch 
Addition was made to the Creed : Therefore, it ſeems moſt probable,which 
the famous Artorinus delivers, that this Addition was ade by Pope Nico- 
laus 1. For,when he relat cs he cauſes, why Photizs excommunicated him, 
he mentions that in the firſt place, That 


lib, x, ſent diſt 11. 


T4" iater alias arcuſationes hoc principaliter poſuit, Ipſum fo- þho[,,4 made an Addition to the Creed, by 


YE CYCOMMLAILC 


tum, q0d appoſucrat ad [ymbolum, Sp $.n- 


ti a fil:o procedcre. Stmiltter & depoſitum, quod ipſe Nis raking the Sparit toproceed from the SO; 
colaus Papa anc;diſſet in ſenteatiam tertiz Concilu, Antonin, and therefore had fallen under the ſen- 


Part. 3, Jt 22+ Cap. 13. ſc, !0. 


tence of the third Oecumenical Council, 
which probibited ſuch Additions to be made, To which P, Pithaws yo 
hkewite 
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likewiſe, and Petavizs ſeems not to diſlent 3 the only thing which is pre- 
tended againſt it, is, that Andreas Coloſſenſis in the Council at Ferrara, laith, 
That though Photivs was a known and bitter enemy of the Latin Church, 
yet he never objected this Addition againſt Nicolaus or Adrian 5 but how 
{trangely os Andreas was in theſe words, ſufficiently appears by Pho- 
tivs his Encyclical Epiſtle, wherein he doth in terms object this againſt the 
Latins, as appears by the words already produced. $So that although 
you would willingly have ſet this Addition far enough off from the 
Schiſme , yet my ſee how improbable a fiction you produce for it ; and 
withall, you ſee, that this Addition, by the conſent of your own moſt 
learned and impartial Writers, falls juſt upon the time when the Schiſz: 
broke out, vis. in the time of Nicolaws and Photizs;, and therefore now 
judge you, whether theſe words were fo long added betore the Schiſp, 
that they could give no occaſion to it. 

2. The next thing to be conſidered, is, Whether they, who added it, had 
power ſo to do £ Two things the Greeks infiſt on, to ſhew, that it was not 
done by ſufficient authority. 1. Becauſe all ſuch Additions were dire@ly pro- 
bibited by the Epheſine Council. 2. That ſuppoſing them not prohibited, yet the 
Pope had no power to add to the Creed, without the conſent of the Eaſtern 
Churches. 

1. That ſuch Additions were ſeverely prohibited by the Epheſine Council : 
the Sanftion of which Conncil to this purpoſe hath been already produced, 


Canal, Flo- 


rent. ſel]. $. 


and is extant both in the As of the Epheſine and Florentine Councils, in Cencil, Fabeſ. 
which latter it is infiſted on as the Foxndation of the Greek's Arguments 4 om ' 
againſt the Addition of Fi/iog,, by Marcus Epheſivs 5 and the realon he Loy IR 
there gives of ſuch a San&tion made by the Council at Epheſus, is, that af- /*f5-2. 597: 


ter the Nicene Conmil, in ſeveral Provincial Conncils, there were above 
thirty ſeveral Expoſitions made of the Nicene Creed; upon which, the ſe- 
cond Qecamenical Conncil made a further explication of 1t, explaining thoſe 
Tings which belonged to the Divinity of the Spirit, and the Incarnation 
of Chriſt and, becauſe they did not prohibit any Additions, the Neſto- 
rians ealily depraved the Nicene Creed, inlerting their own opinions into 
it (as appears by the confeſhon of Faith exhibited to the Council by Cha- 
riſias) which being read inthe Comncil, and the Fathers thereby under- 
{tanding how calily, after this rate, New Creeds might be continually made 
in the Church, they levercly prohibited any further Additions to be made 
tothe Creed. And theretore, although they decreed in that Conncil the 
Virgin Mary to be %Ts, in oppolition to Neſtorizs; yet, they never of- 
fered to inſert it into the Creed, although they apprehended it neccllary 
to explain the Oecomomy of our Saviour's Incarnation. And that which 
much confirms the meaning of the Decree, to be the abſolute prohibition 
of all kind of Additions tothe Creed, is, the Epiſtle of $. Cyril of Alexandria 
to Johannes Antiochenus, wherein reciting this decree of the Council, he 
adds theſe words as the explication of it. We neither 


permit our ſelves or others to change one word or ſyl- 'n u mreimuio inuric, 1 nigus 


lable of what is herein contained ( ſpeaking of the Nz- 5 14S wie Tv yudbadvat nem 
» waxy Yeu MERE Aga, ps 895 


cene Creed) which Epiſtle was read and approved &$eſl. 5, 

in the fourth Oecumenical Conncil, To this the Latins 

anlwered them, that which is ſtill anſwered in' the fame caſe, viz. That 
this Article of Filioq, was only a declaration, and not a probibited Addition : 
But the Greeks ſay, this anſwer is unſatisfaftory on theſe accounts. 1. Be- 
caule there is no reaſon to ſay, that Decree doth not forbid the inſerting 
Declarations 
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Declarations into the Creed, 2, That if 1t did not forbid that, yet there 


Concil, Florent, 
ſeſſ. 8. p. 626. 


is as little reaſon to ſay, this wasa nicer Declaration. 1. Becaule there ig | 


no reaſon to ſay, that the Conncil did not forbid the inſerting Declarations 
into the Creed: For, as Beſſarion well obſerves, it never was law ful to add 
new and diſtinct Articles of Faith, from thoſe which are contained in Scrj- 
pture, but the Church only undertook the explication and declaration of 


the things therein contained ; and this was ohly lawful. Therefore the | 


Ancient Fathers had full liberty of explaining Articles of Faith, and uſing 


thoſe explications, as they judged moſt expedient, and to place them 


where they thought good, ſo it were not in Scripture > thence they might 
inſert them into the Creed, or elſewhere. But afterwards (7. e. after this 
decree of the Epheſine Conncil) this liberty was partly taken away, and 
partly continued. For, it never was, or will be, unlawtul to explain or 
declare Articles of Faith; but to inſert thoſe explications into the Creed, 
is now unlawful, becauſe forbidden by the decree of a General Conncil, 
For, faith he, the Fathers of the third Council, obſerving what great in- 
conveniencies had followed in the Church, upon the inlargemert of 
Creeds, and that no injury could at all come by the prohibition of any 
further Additions to be inſerted (for by that means they ſhould only be 
bound to bclieve no more than what thoſe Holy Fathers believed; and who 
dare charge their Faith with imperfection) and they did therefore wile- 
ly forbid all other expoſitions of Faith to be inſerted into the Creed, as he 
there at large proves. And in the progreſs of that diſcourſe, takes off that 
which Bel/armin looked on as the only ſatisfattory anſwer, viz. That the 
prohibition concerned only private perſons: For, faith he, It cannot be con- 
ceived, that the Conneil ſhould take care about the Declarations of the 
Creed, made by particular perſons (whereas it alwaies was, and 1s lawful 
for tuch to dcclare rheir Faith more particularly, as appears by the 
Creed! of Chariſivs, received in this Council) but this they looked after, 
that the Creed, which was commonly received in the Chriſtian Churches, 
and into which mcnare baptized, ſhould reccive no alteration at all. And 
toſhew what their meaning was, though their Conzcil was purpoſely at- 
{-mbled againſt Neſtorizs, yet they would not inſert @4:2«« into the 
Creed. And the ſame decree was obſerved in the 4, 5, 6, 7. Councils; which, 
by their actions, did declare this to be the meaning of the Fpheſire Conncil, 
that no Declarations whatſoever, ſhould hereafter be inſerted into the 
Creed, For, if they were meer Declarations, there was much leſs ne- 
celiity of inferting them into the Creed, which was ſuppoſed to be a 
Sy(teme of the necellary Articles of Faith. 

2. There was as little reaſon to ſay, that this Article was a meer Declaration, 
For, the Latins pretended, that the Article of Filiog,, was only a further 
explication of that ex Patre, For, if 10, then whoſoever doth believe the 
Preceflicn from the Father, doth believe all that is neceſlary to be be- 
licved : And therefore certainly it can be no Herefic not to bclieve the 
Proccfiion from the Son, becaule that is only ſuppoled to be a Declara- 
tion of that from the Father. And ſince you are ſo ready to charge the 
Greek Ckurch with Hereſie, I pray tell us whether this Article be a Decla- 
ration or not : Tf not, then the Latins were all deceived, who pleaded 
the lawfulneſs of inferting Fz/zog, on that account 3 and conſequently it 
mult be a prohibited Addition : If it be, then ſhew us what Herefie lyes 
in not acknowledging a meer explication, when all that is fuppoſed ne- 
ccllary 1s believed in the ſubltance of the Article, Moreover, hrs 6 
rightly 
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rightly diſtinguiſheth between an explication, ar iyncuk'sr, frorh & Tir iy 
www, and therefore grants, that the Filiog, might be ſaid to be an expli- 
cation of ſomething contained in the Creed, but not out of any thing con- 
tained in the Creed ; and therefore the Medium being extrinſecal, it could 
not be faid to be a meer Declaration. For, thcre can be nonecellary Ar- 


gument drawn from the Proceſſion from the Father. to inferr the Procel- * 


ſion from the Son ; but it muſt be proved from ſome extrinſecal diſtin 
Argument. | : 

2. Suppoſe this to be n0 prohibited Addition, yet what right had the Pope 
and his Council, without the conſent of the Eaſtern Churches, to make this Ad- 
dition to the. Creed £ For, the Greeks ſaid, whatever authority the Church 
of Kome had, it received by the Canons, and its authority was thercfore 
lels then that of an Oecumenical Conncil, wheretore it could not juſtly re- 
peal, or a(t contrary to the decree of a Gexeral Conncil, as it did apparent- 
ly in this caſe. By which means, the Lats were driven off from thoſe 
which they looked on as {lighter velitations, and took Sardwary in the 
Plenitude of the Pope's Power, that therefore no Council could preſcribe to 
him; there could be no necefſlity of his calling the Eaſtern Churches to de- 
bate this Addition, for he could do it of himſelf, by virtue of his own au- 
thority in and over the Church. Here Anſelm and Bonaventure think to 
ſecure themſclves, and hither they are all driven at laſt. So that we 
plainly ſee, whatever elſe is pretended, the Pope's uſurped Power was that 
which truly gave occaſion to the Schiſm : For, it wasnot the Latins be- 
lieving the Proccfſion from the Son, which made the ſeparation between 
the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches, but the Pope's pretending a Power to int- 
poſe an Article of Faith in the Creed againſt the decree of a former, and with- 
out the conſent of a preſent Oecumenical Council, It you pretend, that there 
hath been tince an Oecumenical Conncil at Florence, which hath declared 
it 3 by that very anſwer you juſtific the Greeks before that Council, and 
ſo lay the guilt of the $ch1/z2 wholly on the Pope, who did inſ-rt and im- 
pole this Article, before an Oecamerical Conncil. Thus ſtill it appears, 
the cauſe of the Schiſnr began at Rome z, and by the fame Argument with 
which you charge them with Herefie, viz, the Connril at Florence, you 
vindicate the Greek Church trom Schiſmr, in all the actions of it before that 
Conners | © 
And this might ſuffice to ſhew, that it was not the levity, vanity, or am- 
bition of the Greeks, which gave the great occaſion of the 4 m, but the Pride. 
Incroachments, and|\Uſurpations of the Church of Rome, as might largely 
be maniſeſted from the hiſtory of thoſe times, when the Schiſor began. 
The riſc of which ought to be derived from the times of the Conſtartimo- 

politan, and Chalcedpn Conncils; the ſecond and fourth Oecumenical. For,the 
Canons of thoſe Conncils decreeing equal Priviledges to Conſtantinople, with 
iÞoje of Rome ,zrade the Popes have a continual jealouſieupon the GreekChurch, 
and watch ail opportunities to diſgrace it, and infringe the liberties of 
it. Thencecame the rage of Leo againſt Aratolizs the Patriarch of Con- 
ſtantinople, inthe time of Martianws ;, thence the feud between Simplicius 
and Felix 3, of Rome, and Acacins of Conſtantinople, for defending the 
Priviledges of his See, in oppoſition to the Pope's 3 infomuch that Felix 
fairly excommunicates him, becauſe he would not ſubmit to the Pope's 
tryal inthe caſe of the Patriarch of Alexandria 5 which continued fo long, 
that Euphemizs, who ſucceeded Acacizs, though he excommunited Petru# 
H98g5 of Alexandria, yet could not be received into the Communion of 
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the Roman Church by Felix, becauſe he would not expunge the name of 


Acacius out of the Diptychs ofthe Church; and afterwards Gelaſizs refuſed 
it on the ſame grounds; which Ewphemzas ſtill denying to do, the Schiſm 
continued. And, although afterwardsthe Emperonr Anaſtaſins, and the 
Greek.Church, delired the making up of this ditterence; yet no other terms 
of communion would be accepted by Hormiſd.zs,without the expunging the 
name of Acacins.So implacably were they bent againſt the very memory of 
Acacins for defending theTriviledge of his See,that they would rather con- 
tinue that lamentable 8chiſzz, thannot avenge themſelves upon him; and 
conſequently, make all future Patriarchs feartul of oppoſing the Pope's Au- 
thority. If we look yet further, we ſhall ſtill find the ambition of the 
Popes to have cauſed all the diſturbance in the Greek Churches, although 
ſome of the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople cannot be excuſed from the ſame 
faults. Inthetime of the ſecond Conncil at Nice, Pope Adriax not only 
contends for the enlargement of his Juriſdiction, but threatens to pro- 
nounce them Hereticks, who did not conſent to it, which makes Petrus de 
Marci lay, That he ſuppoſeth [that] the firſt time ever any were charged with 
Hereſie on ſuch an acconnt. The ſame pretence we find (till in all the Schiſms 
which after happened, as that inthe time of Photizs, that afterward, in 
the time of Afichael Cernlarizs, and in the ſucceſſive ages, ſtill the terms 


of communion were, Submiſſion to the Church of Rome, and acknowledg- | 


ledging the ſupremacy of that See, which the Greeks did then, and do 
{till conſtantly deny ; ſo that it was not the Greeks Levity, but the Ro- 
ory ambition and uſurpation which gave occaſion to that fearful 
Schiſm. 

But for all this,1t muſt ftill be lawfulfor your Church to add,and Anathema- 
tize too; Which his Lordſhip thought a little unreaſonable, bur it ſeems 
you do not : For, ſay you, The Church did rightly Anathematize all ſuch 
denyers ; why lo ? Becauſe the meaning of the Latin Church being under- 


ſtood by the Addition of Filicg, , and that whoſoever denyed, muſt be ſuppoſed | 


to deny the Proceſſion, then it became Hereſje to deny it, and the Church did 
rightly Anathematize all ſuch denyers. So you ſay indeed 3 but, you would 
do well 1. To ſhew, that the underſtanding the meaning of the Latin 
Church, 1s ſufficient to make the denyers of what ſhe affirms, to be Here- 


ticks, 2. How = one that denies the Fliog,, muſt be ſuppoſed to deny + 
the Proceſlion, if you mean the Proceſſion 4 Fl:0, = ſpeak very wiſely, | 


but prove nothing; for ſome might grant the Proceſſion, and yet deny the 


lawtulnels of your Churches adding to the Creed. 3. All this while we are |: 


to ſeck how the Latin Chxrch can make any thing to be a Hereſie, which was 


not ſo before. And therefore if your Anathema s have no better grounds, |: 


the Greeks need not much fear the effects of them. That your Church on 
any occaſon is apt enough to ſpeak loud words, we may. very ealily believe, 
but whether ſhe had juſt cauſe to ſpeak ſo big inthis cauſe, is the thing in 
queſtion, and we have already manifeſted the contrary. 


His Lordſhipſayes, it onght to be noeafie thing, to condemn a man of He- || 
reſie in foundation of Faith ;, much leſs a Church ;, leaſt of all, ſo ample and © 


large a Church as the Greek, eſpecially ſo as to make them no Church, Heaven 


Gates were not ſo eaſtly ſhut againſt mulkitudes, when $, Peter wore the Keyes | 
at kis own Girdle, To this you anſwer ; Neither is the Roman-Catholick \ 

hy (though the Biſhop taxes her of it ) becauſe ſit ||| 
is quickand ſharp againſt thoſe that fall into Herefte, But, if the hath power ||| 


Church juſtly accuſable of crue 


to pronounce whom ſhepleaſe Hereticks, and on what account the pleaſe 
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(as Hadrian 1. in cale of his Patrimony) and then it be commendable in 
her to deal with them as Hereticks, it muſt needs be dangerous oppoſing 
her in any thing, for ſuch who dread her Azathema's. But his Lordſhip 
was not {peaking cf what was to be done, in cale of notorious Herefle, 
but what tenderneſs ought to be uſed in condemning men for Hereſie; and 
much more in condemning whole Chxrches for it, on fuch ſlender accounts 
as you do the Greek Church, You ſhould ſhew, When. Peter, or any of 
the Apoſtles did exclude Churches from communion, for denying ſuch Ar- 
ticles as that you charge the Greek Church with. And it would be worth 
your enquiry, why thoſe in the Corinthian Church, who at leaſt que- 
{tioned the Keſurrefion ; thoſe in the Galatian and other Charches, who 
aſſerted the Neceſſity of the Ceremonial Law under the Goſpel, both which 
errours are by the Apoſtle ſaid to be of ſo dangerousa nature; are not Aza- 
thematized preſently by the Apoſtle, ard thrown out of the Church, at leaſt, 
to prevent the infettion of other Chriſtians, if not for the good of the Libertine 
Hereticks, as you ſpeak. Your mentioning S. Peters proceeding with Ana- 
nias and Sapphira, muſt be acknowledged a very fit reſemblance for your 
Churches dealing with Hereticks; only they whom you are pleaſed to ac- 
count Hereticks, have caule to rejoyce, that ſince your Churches good 
will is ſo much diſcovered, ſhe hath not the ſame miraculous Power : 
For, then ſhe would be ſure to have few left to oppoſe her. But do you 
really think, Anania's and Sapphira's fault was no greater than that of the 
Greek Church, that you produce this inſtance ? and, do you think the 
Church enjoyes ſtill the ſame power over offenders, which S.. Peter then 
bad ? Ifnoct, to what purpoſe do you mention ſuch things here; unleſs 
to let us ſee, that it is want of ſome thing elſe beſides will, which makes 
you ſufter any whom you call Hereticks to live. That S. Paul chaſtiſed 
his untoward Children, indecd you tell us, from 1 Cor, 5. 5. 1 Time. 1. 20. 
but if you bring this to any purpoſe, you muſt make the Greeks Erronr, 
as bad as Inceſt, or a denying the Faith; and when you have done fo, you 
= hear ofa further anlwer. On what account your Church puniſheth 
Delinquents, will be then neceſlary to be ſhewed, when you have a little 
further cleared what Fower your Church hath to make Delingquerts in ſuch 
caſes as you condemn the Greek, Church for, But, as long as your Church 
is Acculcr, Witneſs, and Judge too, you mult never expect that your Ana- 
thema's will be accounted any other than brauta fulmina, noiſe and no 
more, | 
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Cuiary. 2. 
Of Fundamentals in General. 


The Popiſh Tenet concerning Fundamentals, a meer ſtep to the Roman Great- 
neſs. The Queſtion about Fundamentals ſtated. An enquiry into the na- 
ture of them. What areFundamentals, in order to particular perſons; and 
what to be owned as ſuch, in order to Eccleſtaſtical Communion. The Pru- 
dence and Moderation of the Church of by and, in defining Articles of 
Faith, What judged Fundamental by the Catholick Church. No new 
Articles of Faith can become neceſſary. T he Churches Power in proponnd- 
ing matters of Faith, examined. What is a ſufficient Propoſition. Of 
the Athanaſian Creed, and its being owned by the Church of England. 
In what ſenſe the Articles of it are neceſſary to Salvation, Of the diſtinion 

the material and formal obje& of Faith, as to Fundamentals, His Lord- 

bip's integrity, and T. C's. forgery, in the teſtimony of Seotus. Of Here- 

fie, and how far the Church may declare matters of Faith. The teſtimony 
of $. Auguſtine vindicated. 


ff Greek Church appearing not guilty of Hereſje, by any evidence 
of Scripture, Reaſon, or the Conſent of the Primitive Church, no- 
thing is left to make good the charge, but that the Church of Kome hath 
defin'd it to be ſo; which Pretence, at firſt view, carrying the greateſt 
partiality, and unreaſonableneſs in it, great care is taken, that the par- 
tiality be not diſcovered, by not openly mentioning the Churchof Rome, 
but the Church in General (as though it were impothible to conceive an 

other Church but that at Rowe) and for the unreaſonableneſs of it, it muſt 
be confidently alerted, That all Points defin'd by the Church are Fundamen- 
tal: So tobe ſure the Greek Church will never eſcape the charge of He- 
refte. For this end, Mr. Fiſher in the Conference acknowledgeth, that when 
his Lordſhip had denyed the errour of the Greek Church to be Fundamental, 
he was forced to repeat what he had formerly brought againſt Dr. White, con- 
cerning Points Fundamental, The reaſon of which was, that, cafily per- 
cetving that it was impoflible to ſtand their ground in their charge on the 
Greek Church upon other terms, he is forced to take SanGwary in the 
Churches Definition ; and if that will not make it good, there is nothing 
elſe remaining to do it. And this is the cauſe of the following Dzſpute cor. 
cerning Fundamentals ; whceren the main thing undertaken, is, the proof, 
that the formal reaſon of Fundamentals, is to be taken from the Definition 
of the preſent Church ;, but, as this muſt be confeſled to be the main Funda- 
mental of the Church of Koxze, (for which yet the thing being manifeſt, 
no Definition of that Church is neceſlary;) ſo withall, I doubt not, but it 
will be made evident in the progreſs of this diſcourſe, that never was 
there any pretence more partial, abſurd, and tyrannical than this is. 
Which his Lordſhip takes notice of in theſe words, which deſervea repe- 


P.z7. ſc&.rc, tition 5 It was not the leaſt means by which Rome grew to her Greatneſs, to 


blaſt every oppoſer ſhe had with the name of Heretickor S$chiſmatick ;, for this 
ſerved to ſhrivel the credit of the perſons. And the perſons once brought into 
Contempt and Ignominy, all the good they deſired in the Church, fell to duſt, 
for want of creditable perſons to back and ſupport it. To make this proceeding 
vood.in theſe latter years, this courſe, it ſeems, was taken, The School that 
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muſt maintain (and ſo they do) that all Points defin'd by the Church, are there- 
by Fundamental, neceſſary to be believed, of the ſubſtance of Faith; and that, 
though it be determined quite extra Scripturam. And then leave the wije 
and ative Heads to take order, that there be ſtrength enough ready to deter- 
mine what is fitteſt for them. To this you anſwer, with an # wmiezf 1 You 
call it 4 $quib, a Fancy, a weak Diſcourſe, one of the Biſhop's Railleries, and 
what not. It ſeems it pinched you hard, you cry out ſo Tragically. But 
it is very certain, you are more impatient to have your Politicks, than 
your Errours diſcovered ; and if you have any Curſes more dreadful than 
others, they are ſure to light on thoſe who diſcover the intrigues of your 
Deſigns. For if once men come to diſcern how much more of Artifice 
and cunning, than of Truth and Religion, there is in the managing the In- 
tereſt of your Church, they would not eafily think, the way to Heaven 
can lye among ſo many foldings of the old 1 ward And this is not to 
think as you tragically ſpeak, That all the world is turn'd mad or Heathen : 
for, thanks be to God, as Catholigque as your Church is, it muſt be a huge 
Catachreſis to take it for all the world : neither do we think your Church 
mad, but very wile and Politick in theſe pretences; and that ſtill you 
are reſolved to ſhew, that though other Chxrches may be more Children 
of Light than yours (ignorance being ſo much in favour with you) yet 


yours is Wiſer in its Generation, But how the pretending of your Church 


to Infallibility,and power to define Fundamentals, ſhould make us imagine 
all the world Heathen, is not ealie to conceive, unleſs you are conſcious to 
your ſelf, that ſuch pretences as thefe are, are the way ro make it fo. But 
we mult ſee ſtill how your Cothurnws fits you. No truth left upon earth, but 
all become Juglers * See what it is to be true Catholiques, that if they 
juggle, all the world mutt do fſotoo; as though totus mundas exercet 
hiſtrioniats, were Latin tor the Infallibility of the Church of Rome. But 
have yau indeed ſuch a 2fonopoly of Truth, thav if your party prove Jug- 
lers, there will be no truth Jeft upon earth? if you had ſaid, none = 

hiſticated, yer even that had been a great 7r»thleft upon earth (till. 
But (hall.cut you ſhort in what follows of your Declamation, by telling 
you, that thouglr your Harangue were ten times longer than it is, and 
your cxclamations louder, and your Authorities better than of your Pre- 
lates, Miracles, Doors, Heads of Schools, auſtere and religious perſons (in 
Engliſh Monks and Friers) yet all theſe would not one jor perſwade us 
contrary tocommon ſenſe, and the large experience of the world, That 
Re/igion is not made by you an Inſtrument to advance the Pope's Ambition, 
and that the Church js but a more plauſible name, whereby to maintain 
the Court of Rome. And we need not go from our preſent ſubject, for a 
proof of it. I will not charge this upon all perſons of your Communion, 


| for all ofthemdo not believe the State-Principles of your Church; and 
' Others are kept, as much as may be, from all waies of diſcovering 


the great Deſigns of it 3 and therefore there may be ſo much innocency 


_ and ſimplicity inſome. as may keep them from proſtztuting their Salvation 


to the Pope's Greatmeſs : but this is no plea on behalf of thoſe who have the 
managery of thoſe Detigns; who if they donor ſee what things are fitteſt 
tor the Pope's temporal ends, will not long be thonght fit for their em- 
ployment. But is it not 'palpable how much you endeavour to ſhrivel 
Chriſtianity into a Party and Faction, excluding all others that are not of 
your party out ofthe Church, and conſequently from hopes of ſalvation, 
though never.ſo pious and conſcientious? Are not the far greateſt part - 
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the opinions you contend for, againſt all the reſt of the Chriſtian world, 
ſuch as are manifeſtly ſubſervient to temporal ends? And are not ſuch 
more zealouſly diſputed for, than the plain Articles of Faith, and the in- 
diſpenſable precepts ofthe Chriſtian Religion 2 Have you not found out 
all the annikees imaginable, to enervate the force of Chriſtian Piety, by _ 
your Doftrines about Repentance, Prayer, Indulgences, Probability, Purgato- 
ry, and ſuch like? And inſtead of thoſe rational acts of Devotioz, which 


our Religion requires from us, have made choice of ſuch fond, ludicrous, * 


unintelligible pieces of Devotion (by the moſt who are concerned in them) 
as ——_— you were reſolved to ſee how much it was poſſible to debanch 
Chriſtianity, and make it contemptible in the world > Add to thele the 
Arts you have to violate Humane Societies , by diſpenſing with oaths, 
ord ena Faith, diſlolving Obedience to Civil Authority, when it oppo- 
ſeth your deſigns; and is 1t poſhble then for perſons not blind-folded with 
the groſleſt ſort of implicit Faith, to judge otherwiſe , but the deſign of 
your Chvrch is to determine, mot what is trueſt, but what js fitteſt for your 
ends? And, although you ſcurriloutly call his Lordſhip's diſcourſe, tf 


that might ſerve ſometimes for Pulpit-babble, to deceive the giddy multitude, | 


and caſt a miſt before their eyes ;, yet you ſee, he was not afraid of what any 
adverſary could ſay againſt it, by writing it in a Polemical Diſcourſe, in 
which we could be glad to ſce ſome of thoſe famous Legends,and Seraphical 
Notions, which your Pulpit-entertainments confiſt ſo much of, eſpecially 
where you are cut of the reach of Hereticks, and then we ſhould judge 
Which looks more like babling, and deceiving the giddy — | 
to let us ſee what menof reach and Politicians you are, you have found 
out a ſtrange Fetch in his Lordfhips diſcourſe, viz. that all this, is, That 


they might not ſee the impurity of their own Engliſh-Proteſtant Church, even 


inits firſt riſe under Henry the exehth, and the pcople-cheating Policies it 
was beholding to for its reſtauration under Queen Elizabeth, as may be ſeer 
in Hiſlory. Hiſtory isa large wood to bid-us ſeek for theſe cheating Ps- 
licies in ; and if you had any other deſign, but meerly to ſhew your ſag a 
Politician in this, that you can fortiter calumniari, we your tongue rmanfully 
when reproaches are »eful ; you would have produced ſome evidence ſo 
clcar of them, as his Lord(hip here inliſts on in reference to your Church. 
But, as long as you converle only in Gemerals, you will give us leave to 
think who thoſe are which uſe to do lo, viz. ſuch grand Politicians as your 
{clf. For the Particulars of our Reformation, we ſhall have occafion to 
vindicate them in another place, and therein ſhall eafily manifeſt what 
an 1th you had tocalumniate hcre, though you were ſure to ſmart for it 
afterwards. That which you call weakneſs of judgement, or want of 
Charity ip his Lordſhip, will be found to lye at another door, by our 
making it appcar, that what you call a groundleſs and impoſſible flander, 
13 a real and undoubtcd truth. But when you tell us, That ſuch Raileries 
do not become one that would be eſteemed a grave Dattor of the Engliſh Church, | 
an a\terins orbis Patriarcha, as the antient Primates of England have been 
call 4d; Tkxnow not whether you diſcover more judgment or. reading in 
itz your judgement in calling that an unbecoming Kailery, which is a great 
and ſcalonable Truth 5 your reading, in miſtaking Patriarcha for Papa, or 
clic you were willing to diſlemble it, becauſe then by the advantage of 
his 77t/e, he might be fitter-to diſcover: the Artifices and Detigns of his 
Fel/ow-Pope. The laying open of which is certainly vaſtly difterent from 


ſporting with. all that can be ſerious on earth (man's ſalvation) as you moſt 
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injuriouſly calumniate his Lordſhip in your next: words, in athrging Þo of 


him, when his only deſign was, to clear the way to mans lalyatiqn, by dil- 
covering the gins and traps whiclare laid in the way of lilly men bythe 
pernicious ſubtilty of thoſe of your party. | JE 
The way being thus cleared , we come to the main, queltion,, giz. Whe- 
ther all Points, defined by the Church, are Fundamental; and here, becaule 
you tell us, His Lordſhip rs like one that _— for a retreat or a ſubterfuge, 
by cutting out a number of ambiguons | 17 mg 3 you give us fair hopes 
what clear proceedings we may expe you, who abhorr as nwch 
the clear ſtating of a queſtion, as Foxes do running in beaten Roads. Bur, 
as well as you love thexe, you muſt be drawn out of your Holes, which 
will be much for the advantage of Truth, though very lutle for yours. 
To come therefore cloſe tothe buſineſs, that you may not think” I kek 
ſubterfuges, or retreats, I ſhall wave all other acceptions of Fundamen- 
tals, and take the Queſtion in your own ſenſe, that is, for Foints neceſſary 
to Salvation, The Queſtion then in controverlie between us, is this, Whe- 
ther the ground or reaſon why any thing is fundamental or nece/ary to ſalua- 
tion, be. becauſe it is defined by the Church tobe ſo, and conſequently, 1-be- 
ther all Points, defined by the Church, be not fundamental or neceſſary ts Sal- 
vation? For the occaſion of this Controverlic was from the Greek Church, 
whether her errour, as to the Proceſſion from the Sorr, be fundamental or 
no, z. e. ſuch asexcludes her from being a Church, and conſequently from 
Salvation. The ground of your affirmation, is, becauſe the Church hath 
defined it to beſo ; ſothat the ground andrealon why any thing is ſuppoſed 
fundamental or neceflary to Salvation, muſt be the Definition of the 
Church : But for our better underſtanding your meaning, you diſtinguiſh 
of two waies, whereby Points may be neceſſary to Salvation 1, the one abſolutely, 
by reaſon of the matter they contain , which, lay you, 3s ſo fundamentally ne- 
ceſſary in it ſelf.that not ouly the drsbelicf of it, when proponnded by the Church, 
but the nteer want of an expreſs knowledge, and belief of it, will hinder Salva- 
tien; and thoſe are ſuch Points, without the expreſs belief whereof, no man 
can be ſaved, which Drvines call neceſſary neceilitate medii 5 others of this 
kind they call neceſſary neceſſitate prxcepti, which all men are commanded 
to ſeek after, and expreſly believe ; ſo that a culpable Ignorance of them hinders 
Salvation, although ſome may be ſaved with invincible Ignorance of then, 
And all theſe are abſolutely neceſſary to be expreſly believed, either neceſſitate 
precepti,or medii, 7 regard of the ntatter whach they contain, But the reſt 
of the Pornts of Faith are neceſ/ary to be believed neceſlitate pracepti, only 
conditionally, that 3s. to all ſuch to whom they are ſufficiently propounded, 4s 
defined by the Church : which necelſity proceeds not preciſely from the material 
objed, or matter contained in them: but from the formal objeF of Divine Au- 
thority, declared to Chriſtians by the Churches Definition. Whether therefore 
the Foints m queſtion be neceſſary in the firſt manner or no, by reaſon of their 
preciſe matter ; yet if they be neceſſary, by reaſon of the Drvine Authority, or 
Formal .objed of Divine Revelation, ſufficiently declared and propounded ta ws, 
they will be Points Fundamental, that is, neceſſary to Salvation to be believed, 
as we have fſhewed Fundamental xuſt here be taken, Theſe words of yours 
containing the full ſtate of the queſtion in your own terms, and being the 
ſubſtance of all you tay on this Controverſie, I have recited at large; that 
you may not complain, your meaning is miſtaken in them. You aflert then, 
that beſides that xcceſſzty which arilcth from the matter of things to be 
believed, and from the abſolute Command of God ; there is another - 
ceflity 


ceſhityicorditionally upon the Churches Definition, but, ſuppoſing that Dep. 
nitivl, the'thing ſo/propounded becomes as neceſiary to Salvation.as what 
is neceflary:from the matter 3 for in all hypothetical propoſitions, the 
ſuppoſition being in aft, the matter becomes neceſſary. For, unlels you 
ſpeak of fuch a neceſlity, as becomes as univerſally obligatory, on ſuppo- 
ition of the Churches Definition, as that which ariſeth from the matter, 
or ab&Jnte command;- you are guilty of the greateſt tergiverſation, and 
perverting the ſtate of the Queſtion. For, otherwiſe that cannot be aid 
to be "Ante or neceſlary to Salvation, in the ſenle of this Queſtion, 


' which is not generally neceſlary to Salvation to all Chriſtians. 'For no | 


man was ever ſo filly, as to imagine, that the Queſtion of Fundazrentals, 
with a reſpeCt to whole Churches, as it is here taken, can be underſtood in 
any other ſenſe, than as the matter, call d Fundamental or Neceſſary, muſt 
be equally fundamental and neceſlary to all oo And that this muſt 
be your meaning, appears by the riſe of the Controverſie, which concerns 
the whole GreekChurch, which you exclude from being a Church, becauſe 
the errres fundamentally, and that ſhe errres fundamentally, becauſe 
the Church hath defined it to be an errour. $0 that what the Church de- 
termines as matter of Faith, is as neceſſary to be believed inorder to Sal- 
vation. as that which is neceflary from the matter, or from an abſolute 
Command. For, otherwiſe the Greek Church might not be in a Funda- 
mental Errour, notwithitanding the Churches Definition : the ground of 
this Errour being Fundamental, not being derived from the matter, or ab- 
ſolute Command, but from the Churches Definition. Tf therefore the de- 
nial of what the Church defines, doth exclude from Salvation; the ne- 
ceſlity and obligation muſt be equal to that which ariſcth from the mat- 
tcr to be believed. And if the Church defines any particulars to be ex- 
plicitly believed as necellary to Salvation, not only the ot drsbelieving 
them, but the »ot explicit believing then, will be as deſtructive to Salva- 
tion, as ifthe matter of the things themſelves were necellary ; or that it 
were abſolutely commanded ; tor in thoſe cales you ſay, the not explicit 
belicving is that which damns, and ſo on your principles it will do here, 
when the explicit belicf is the thing defined by the Church. This will be 
more plain by an Inſtance. It is notoriouſly known, that at the ſhutting 
up of the Conncil of Trent, a Confeſſion of Faith was drawn up, and confirm- 
ed by the BuY/ of Pius 4. A. D. 1564. and that, wt univs & ejuſdem fidei 
profeſſio uniformittr 4 omnbus exhibeatur, That the Profeſſuon of one and 
the ſame Faith, may be made known to all, and declared umformally by all. 
In which Contctlion, atter the enumeration of the Articles contained in 
the Arcient Creed ;, there are many others added concerning Traditions, 
Seven Sacraments, the Decrees of the Conncil of Trent, as to Original ſin 
and Juſtification ;, The Sacrifice of the Maſs, Tranſubſtantiation, Communion 
in one kind, Purgatory, Invecation of Saints, Worſhip of Images, Indulgences, 
the Pope's Supremacy, &c, All which are required to be believed with an 
equal aſſent tothe former, as abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, and neceſla- 
ry Conditions of Catholick Communion, For thus it ends ; Hanc veram 
Catholicam Fidem, extra quam nemo ſalons eſſe poteſt, quam in praſenti ſpon- 
te profiteor, & veraciter teneo, eandem integram &- inviolatam uſq; ad extre- 
mmm vite ſpiritum, ec. This true Catholick Faith, without which none can 
be ſaved, which at preſent Tprofeſs, and truly hold, and will do whole and un- 
defiled to my lives end, &c. Judge you now, whether an equal explicit 


Faith be not here required to the Detinitions of the Church, as to the 


Articles 
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Articles of the Creed; and if fo, there mult be an equal neceffity, in or- 
der to Salvation, of believing both of them, it being here lo expretly de- 
clared, that theſe Definitions are iztceral Parts of that Catholick Faith, 

without which there is#0 Salvation. And what could be more ſaid of 

thoſe things, whoſe matter or abſolute precept do make them neceſlary ? 

This Confeiſion of Faith therefore, gives us the trueſt ſtate of the preſent 
E Queſtion, in theſe particulars. 1. That the Definitions of the Church 
are to be believed, to be as neceſlary to Salvation, as the Articles of the 
Ancient Creed, without the belief of which no Salvation is to be expected, 
v7 2. That the explicit Belief of theſe Definitions as neceflary to Salvation. 
may be required in order to Catholick Communion, and that they are to 
| be believed of all as ſuch, becaſe they are defined by the Church. So that 
the Queſtion isnot, What is ſo required by the Churches Definition, declared 
and propounded to us, that it ought not to be diſ-believed without mortal 
and damnableſin, which unrepcnted deftroyes Salvation, as you ſtated it ; 
for this ſeems only to reſpect the Faith of particular perſons, who are to 
, is believe according as the Propoſition may be judged ſufficient but the true 
; ſtate of the Queſtion, is, Whether any Definitions of the Church may be 
. believed as Neceſſary Articles of Faith 5 and whether they pray be impoſed ot 


' others to be believed as ſuch, 1o that they may be excluded Catholick Com- 

| munion it they do not. For this 1s really the true ſtate of the Queſtion, 

f between your Church, and ours,everfince the Conncil of Trext; and as to it 

thus ſtated (as it ought to be) I do molt readily joyn itlue with you. 

For the clearing of which important £xeſtz0-, on which the main cauſe , , 
R of our being ſeparated trom your Communion depends, theſe three things 2 


k will be necellary to be exactly diſcufled. 1. #hat the Grounds are on which . 
any thing doth become neceſſary to Salvation ? 2, Whether any thing, whoſe 
R matter is not neceſſary, and is not required by an abſolute Command, can by 
s any means whatſoever afterwards become neceſſary * 3. Whether the Church 
hath power by any Propoſition or Definition to make any thing beconre neceſſary 
R to Salvation, and to be believed as ſuch, which was not jo before? Thele 
three I ſuppoſe you cannot deny but will take in all that is contiderable 


= in this Controverſic, Which I ſhall with the more care examine, becauſe 
nothing tends more to the peace of the Chriſtian World, than a through 
« and clear diſcuſiion of it 5 and nothing caufeth more the $chiſars and Di- 
; viſions of 1t, than the want of a right and due conception of it. 

1 1. What the Grounds are on which any thing doth betome neceſſary to Sal- 
/ vation £ For our better underſtanding of which, we muſt conlider two 
. things. 1. What things are neceſſary to the Salvation of mem as ſuch, or con: 
, ſidered in their ſungle and private capactties & 2, What things are neceſſary to 
bs be owned in order to Salvation, by Chriſtian Societies, or as the bonds and 
. conditions of Eccleſraſtical Communion # The want of underſtanding this 
, diſtinction of the neceſſity of things, hath cauſed molt of the perplexities 
he and contufion in this Controvertic of Fundamentals, 


1.JWhat thoſe things are which are neceſſary to the Salvation of particular per- 
” ſons © But that we make all as clear as poflible, in a matter of {© great 1n- 

tricacy, two things again muſt be inquired into. 1. What the Ground js, 
. why any thing becomes neceſſary to be believed in order to Salvation 2 2. What 


4 the Meaſure and Extent is of thoſe things which are to be believed by particular 

4 perſons as neceſſary to Salvation ? 

A . 1, What the Ground or Foundation js, 01 which things become neceſſary to 

w_ be belicved by particular perſons * And that which is the true ground of 

"6 the necellity, why,any thing is to be belicved, is the proper ratio of a Fun- 
H damental 
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damental Article. For, I ſuppoſe ita much clearer notion of Fyndamen- 


tals, tounderſtand them, not as Principles, from whence DeduCtions may 
be drawn of Theological Truths; but in regard of that immediate reſpect 
which they have to mens Salvation. Thoſe things theretore which are 
neceſlary to be explicitly believed by particular perlons, are Findamentals 
in order to their Salvation. Now all belicf in this caſe ſuppoling Divine 
Revelation, nothing can be imagined to be neceſlary to be believed, but 
what may be certainly knows to be of Divine Revelation, But when we 
conſider, that beſides the general reaſon of believing what God hath re- 
vealed ; we muſt either ſuppoſe, that all things are of equal neceſſity, 
which are revealed in order to the general end of this Revelatio”; or, that 
ſome things therein contained.are expreſly necellary tothe end, and other 
things to bo believed onthe general account of Faith, ſo far as they are 
known to be of Divine Revelation. Now from hence arifeth a twofold 
neceſlity of things to be believed ; the firſt more general and large, the 
ſecond more particular and abſolute. The firſt depends upon the for- 
al reaſon of Faith ; the ſecond, on the particular end of Divine Revela- 
tion. That which depends on the formal reaſon of that Aſſenrt we call 
Faith, js that which ſuppoſeth Divire Veracity, or the impoſſibility of 
Gods deceiving us inany thing revealed by Him ; now this extendsto all 
things whatſoever, which are ſuppoled by men to be of Divine Kevela- 
tion. For, though men may miſtake in the matter, yet the reaſon of Af- 
ſent holding, under that miſtake, they are bound neceſsarily to be- 
lieve whatever is ſuppoled by them to be Divine Revelation. Here 
lyes no difficulty in the ground of Faith, but all the care is to 
be uſed in the ſearch into the matters which are to be believed on the 
account of this Revelation. But here we are to conſider, that the only 
thing which is in general and abſolutely necellary to Salvation, is, the 
gencral act of Faith, viz. Believing whatever God reveals tobe true, elſe 
God's Veracity would be call'd inqueſtion ; but particular objects can- 
not be ſaid, on this account, to be abſolutely and univerſally neceſlary, 
bur only 1o far as there are ſuthcient conviCtions, that thoſe particulars 
are of Divine Reyelation. And, the more general and extenſive the 
means of conviction are, the more large and univerſal] is the obligation to 
Faith.- As, that the Scriptures contain in them the Word of God, is a 
matter of more univerſal obligation, than particular things therein re- 
vealed; becaule the belief of the one depends upon the acknowledgement 
of the other. And withall, ſuppoſing it believed, that the matters con- 
tained in Scripture are of Divine Revelation ;, yer all things are not equally 
clear to all capacities, that they are therein contained. Which 1s a ſuf- 
ficient ground for us, toſay,]t was net God s zntention, that all things con- 
tained in his Word. ſhould be belicved with the fame degree of neceſlit 
by all perſons. And therefore, though the general rcafon of Faith depends 
on Gods Feracity, yet the particular obligation to the belict of particular 
things, as revealed by God, depends on the xreans, whereby we may be 
ailurcd, that ſuch things are revealed by him: which means admitting of 
lo great Variety, as to the circumſtances and capacities of particular per- 
ſons, there can be no general Ale ſet down what things are neceſlary to be 
believed by all particular perſons. For, thoſe who have greater means of 
knowledge, a larger capacity, and clearer propoſal, are bound to believe 
more things explicitly, than thoſe who want all theſe, or have a lower de- 
erceotthem. In which caſe, it is an unreaſonable thing to ſay, that 
luch a one, who dil-believes any thing propounded to him as a m—_— 
Faith, 
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Faith, doth preſently call in queſtion God's Veracity; for he may as firmly 


believe that as any in general, and yet may have ground to queſtion 
whether God's Veracity be at all concerned in that which 1s propounded to 
him as a matter of Faith ; becauſe he ſees no reaſon to believe that this was 
ever revealed by God, And, by this, a clear anſwer is ” to that 9ve- 
ſtion, which you propoſe : Whether all thoſe Truths which are ſufficiently pro- 
poſed to any Chriſtian, as defined by the Church for matter of Faith, can be 
diſ-believed by juch a Chriſtian, without mortal and dammnable ſin, which un- 
repented deſtroyes Salvation? To which the anſwer is caſte upon the 
grounds here afligned : for this queſtion concerning particular perſons, 
and particular objefts of Faith, the reſolution of it doth depend upon the 
ſufficiency of the means, to convince ſuch a perſon, that whatever is pro- 
pounded as Defined by the Church for a matter of Faith, 1s certainly and 
truly ſo.For to inſtance in any one of thoſe new Articles of Faith, Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, or the Pope's Supremacy, &c. you tell me, Thele are necetlary 
to be believed, or at leaſt cannot be diſ-believed without fin ( which is all 
one in this caſe, ſuppoſing clear conviction, for then what cannot be di{- 
believed without tin, muſt be explicitly believed.) I deſire toknow the 
grounds why they may not ? you tell me, Theſe are truths which are ſut- 
ficiently propoſed to me, as defined by the Church for matters of Faith, 
I deny the Churches Propoſition to be ſutticient to convince me, that theſe 
are matters of Faith ; for I underſtand not what Power your Church hath 
to define any thing for matter of Faith : if I granted that, I muſt under- 
ſtand what you mean by ſ#ff:cient Propoſition whether that your Church 
hath ſo defined them, or that ſhe hath power ſo to define them 3; and be- 
cauſe I am heartily willing to believe any thing that I have reaſon to be- 
lieve is a matter of Faith ; certainly it can be no {in in me, not to be- 
lieve that which I can ſee no ground atall to believe, either init (elf, or 
becauſe of your Chxrches Definition, And all this while, I have as high 
thoughts of God's Veracity, as you can have, and it may be higher; becaule 
I intereſt it not in the falſe and contradifory Definitions of your Church. If 
therefore you will prove it to be a damndble in not to believe whatever is 
propoſed by your Church for a matter of Faith, you mult firſt prove, that 
there is as univerſal an obligation to believe whatever is ſufficiently pro- 
poſed as defined by the Church tor matter of Faith, as there 1s to allent to 
whatever God reveals as true. And when you have done this, I will give 
you leave to ſtate the Queſtion as you do : for then you would ofter 
ſomething to the proof of it, which now you donot. T he ſubſtance then 
of what concerns the obligation to Faith, as to particular objects, on the 
account of Dinine Revelation, lyes in the means of convidtion concerning 
thoſe particular objects being divinely revealed, which being various, 
the degrees of Aſſent muſt be various too : but yet ſo, that the more men 
are negligent of the means of conviction, the more culpable their unbe- 
lief is; but where menule all moral diligence to underſtand what is re- 
vealed, and what not, if they cannot be convinced, that ſome particular 
thing is of Divine Revelation ; it is hard to prove them guilty of mortal 
and damnable {1n,without fir{t proving, that God ablolutely requires from 
men an Aſſezt to that, which it is i»poſſzble in their Circumſtances they 
ſhould believe. And this is the f:r/# ſort of things necellary to be believed 
by particular perſons ; fuch as are believed on the general account of God's 
Veracity in revealing them. 
But becaule there muſt be a more particular reaſon affigned of any ſuch 
Intention in God to revcal his mind to the world, viz. Some peculiar end 
H 2 which 
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which he had in itz therefore a further degree of the neccfiity of things 
to be believed, muſt be enquired after, viz. ſuch as have an immediate 
and necellary reſpect to the proſecution of that end. Now the only end 
aſſignable of that great expgeſlion of Divine Goodneſs, m declaring to man 
the Will of God, is the Eternal Welfare and Happineſs of mankind , for no- 
thing elſe can be imagined ſuitable and proportionable to the IFiſdom and 
Goodneſs of God; belides that, this is expreily mentioned in Scriptiire ag 
God's great end in it. Now this being the great end of Divine Revela- 
tion, the neceſſity of things to be believed abſolutely and in themſelves, 
muſt be taken from the reference or reſpect which they have to the attain- 
ment ofthis end. And, although the diſtinction be commonly received, 
of neceſſity of the means, and of the command, asimporting a different kind 
of necejſity, yet inthe ſenſe I here take Neceflity in, the members of that di- 
ſrin&tion do to me ſeem coincident. For I cannot ſee any realon to believe 
that God ſhould makethe belief of any thing xeceſ/ary, by an abſolute Com- 
mand, but what hath an immediate tendency by way of zzcars, tor the at- 
tainment of this end : For otherwiſe, that which is call'd the Neceſſity of © 
Precept, falls under the former degree of Neceſſity, viz. That which is to *' 
be believed on the general account of Divine Revelation. And, although 
theſe things which are neceſlary, as means, are to be believed on the 
lame formal reaſon of Faith; yet ſince God had a ditierent exd in the Re- 
velation of thele from the other, therefore there is a neceſſity of putting 
a difference between them. For, ſuppoſing God to have ſuch a delign ty 
bring the ſouls of men to Happineſs; in order to this end, ſome means 
muſt be zeceſſary, and theſe muſt conſequently be revealed to men, be- 
cauſe they are ſoneceſlary in order to ſuch an end : now it 1s apparent, 
All things contained in Scripture, are not of that nature; ſome being at fo 
reat a remove from this end, that the only reaſon of belicving them, is, 
—_ they are contained in that Book, which we have the greateſt rea- 
ſon to believe, contains nothing falſe in it. Now the only way whereby 
we may judge of the nature of theſe things, is, from the con{1deration of 
what is made the molt necetlary tondition in order to happineſs; and the 
way by which we may come to it. And nothing being morc evident, than 
that the Goſpel contains in it a Covenant of Grace, or the conditions on 
which our Salvation depends; whatever is neceſlary in order to our per- 
tormance of the conditions required of us, muſt be necetiary to be be- 
licved by all. The Goſpel therefore tendring Happineſs upon the con- 
ditions of our believing in Chriſt, and walking in him ;, thelc two things are 
indiſpenſably neceſſary to Salvation (where the Goſpel is known, for we 
have no realon to enquire into the method of God's proceeding with 
others) An hearty Aſſent to the Doffrine of Chriſt, and 4 conſcientious walk- 
ing accorling to the Precepts of it. But to undertake to detine what parts 
of that Doctrine are zeceſſary to Salvation, and what z0t, ſeems to me 
wholly unnecetlary; becauſe the Ajjent to the Do@rine of Chriſt, as re- 
ycaled from God, muſt neceſlarily carry in it ſo much as is ſufficient in 
order to Salvation. Whatever therefore is neceſlary to a Spiritual Life, 
1s necciiary abſolutely to Salvation.and no more; but what,and how much 
that is, muſt be gathered by every one as to himſelf from Scripture; but 
is impollible to be defined by others, as to all perſons. But in all Faith 
towards God, and in our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and repentance from dead works, 
are abſolutcly and indilpenſably necctlary to Salvation, which imply in 
them, both an univerſal readineſs of mind to believe and obey God - 
a 


Ch ap.Il. Of Fundamentals in General. 53 


[i all things : And by this we ſec, what the Rule and Mealure of the necef” 
F- ſity of things to be believed is, as to particular perſons z which Iyes in 
'H theſe things. 

i I. Whatever God hath revealed, is undoubtedly and infallibly true. 


2. Whatever appears to me, upon ſufficient enquiry, to be revealed by God, I 
a2 bound to believe it by virtue of God's Veracity, 

3. All things not equally appearing to all perſons to be revealed of God, the 
ſame meaſure of neceſſity cannot be extended to all perſons. 

4. An univerſal Aſſent to the Will of God, and univerſal Obedience to it, 
are abſolutely and indiſpenſably neceſſary to all perſons, to whom God's Word is 
revealed, | 

Thus much may ſuffice concerning what is necellary to be believed by | 
particular perſons, conſidered as ſuch. m4 

But this controverſie never need break Chriſtian Societies in that ſenſe, 
but the great difficulty lyes in the other part of it, which is moſt commonly 
ſtrangely confounded with the former, 97%. What things are neceſſary to be 
owned, in order to Church-Societies, or Eccleſtaſtical Communion £ Fox 
which, we muſt conſider, that the combination of Chriſtian Soczeties, ot 
that which we call the Catholick Church, doth fubſiſt upon the belief of 
what is necellary to Salvation. For the very notion of a Chriſtian Church 
doth imply the belict of all thoſe things, which arc neceſſary in order to 
the end of Chriſtian Religion, which 1s mens <ternal Happineſs. From 
whence three things mult be taken notice of. 

1. That the very being of a Church, doth ſuppoſe the neceſſity of what 3s re- 
quired to be believed in order to Salvation. For ellc there could not be ſuch 
a thing as a Church imagined, which is only a combination of men toge- 
ther, upon the belief of ſuch a Doctrine as neceliary to Salvation; and for 
the performance of thoſe acts of Worſhip which are ſuitable thereto : 
Therefore to allcrt the Church to have power to make things ncceſiary to 
Salvation. is not only abſurd, but deſtructive to the Being of that Church. 
For when it offer'd to define any thing to be necellary, which was not fo 
before, was it a Curch or no? If it was a Church, it believed all things ne- 
cellary; if it believed af thingsneceſlary, before it Defined;how comes it to 
make wore things necellary by its Definition 2 But of this more afterwards. 

2. Whatever Church owns thoſe things which are antecedently neceſſary to 
the Being of a Church, cannot ſo long ceaſe to be a true Church, Becaulc it re- 
tains that which is the Foundation of the Beirg of the Catholick Church. 
Here we muſt diſtinguiſh thole things in the CatholickChurch, which give 
its Being, from thoſe things which are the proper Ads of it, as the Catho- 
lick Church, As to this latter, the folemn Worſhip of God in the way pre- 
{cribed by him, is neceflary;in order to which there mult be ſuppoſed law- 
ful Officers ſet in the Charch,and Sacraments duly adminiſtred : but thele, 
[ fay, arc rather the Exerciſe of the Communion of the Catholick Church, 
than that which gives its Being, which is,the belict of that Religzon where- 
on its Sbſiſtence and Unity depends ; and as long as a Church retains this, 
it keeps its Being, though the integrity and Perfeion of it depends upon 
the due exercile of all acts of Communion in it. 

3. The Union of the Catholick Church depends upon the agreement of it, in 
making the Foundations of its Being, to be the grounds of its Communion. For 
the VUnziy being intended to prelerve the Being, there can be no reaſon 
given, why the bonds of Vzio ſhould extend beyond the Foundation of 
ts Being, whichis, the owning the things neceſlary to the Salvation of 
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all. From whence it neceſlarily follows, that whatſoever Church impo- 
ſeth the belicf of other things as neceſſary to Salvation, which were not 
antecedently neceflary to the Being of the Catholick Church, doth, as much 
as in it lyes, break the Unity of itz and thoſe Churches, who delire to pre- 
ſerve its Unity, are bound thereby not.to have communion with it ſo long 
as it doth ſo. Of what great conſequence thele principles are to the true 
underſtanding the Diſtance between our Church and yours, it you ſee nut 
now, you may feel afterwagzds. 

Theſe things being premiſed, I come to that which is the main ſubje& 
of the preſent Diſpute, which is, What thoſe things are which ought to be 
owned by all Chriſtian-Societies as neceſſary to Salvation, on which the Being 
of the Catholick Church depends. If wecan find any ſure tooting for the 
Definition of theſe, we ſhall thereby find what the neceſlary conditions of 
Eccleſiaſtical Communion are, and conſequently where the proper caule of 
Schiſm lyes in tranſgreſſing thole bounds, and what Foundations may be 
laid for the Peace of the Chriſtian world. Which being of ſo vaſt impor- 
tance, would require a larger diſcuſſion, than this place will admit cf : 
but ſo far as is pertinent to our preſent bj I ſhall enquire into it; 
and give an account of my thoughts, in theſe Propoſitions. 

1.Nothing ought to be owned as neceſſary to Salvation by Chriſtian-Socicties, 
but ſuch things, which, by the judgement of all thoſe Societies, are anteccdently 
nceeſſary to the Being of the Catholick Church, For,no reaſon can be atligned 
Cas I ſaid before) why the Bonds of Union ſhould be extended beyond 
that which is the Churches Foundation ;, neither can there any reaſon be 
given why any thing elſe ſhould no ny 61 neceſlary to the Churches Com- 
munion, but what all thoſe Churches (who do not manifeſtly diflent 
fromthe Catholick Church of the firſt Ages) are agreed in, as necellary 
to be believed by all ; this will be fyrther explained afterwards. Only 1 
add here, when I ſpeak of the necetlary conditions of Fecleſrtaſtical Comm- 
#1union, | ſpeak of fuch things which mult be owned as Neceſ/ary Articles 
of Faith, and nct of any other Agreements for the Churches Peace. ] deny 
not therefore, but that incaſe of great Diviſors in the Chriſtian world, 
and any National Churches reforming it ſelf, that Church may declare its 
ſenſe of thoſe abuſes in Articles of Religion, and require of men a Sb- 

ſcription to them but then we are to conſider, that there is a great deal 
of diflerence between the owning ſome Propofitions in order to Peace, 
and the believing of them as neceſlary Articles of Faith. And this is 
clearly the ſtate of the difference between the Church of Kowe, and the 
Church of England. The Church of Rome impoſeth new Articles of Faith 
ro be believed as neceſſary to Salvation; as appears by the formerly cited 
Bull of Pixs 4. Which Articles contain in them the Juſtification of thoſe 
things which are moſt excepted againſt by other Churches; and by her 
impoling theſe as the conditions of her Communion, ſhe makes it ne- 
cellary tor other Churcoes, who would preſerve the Unity of the Catho- 
lick Church upon her true Foundations, to forbear her Communion. But 
the Church of England makes no Articles of Faith, but ſuch as have the 
Teſtimony and Approbation of the whole Chriſtian world of all ages, 
and arc acknowledged to be fuch by Rome it ſelf , and in other 
things ſhe requires $»bſcription to them not as Articles of Faith, but as 
Inferiour Truths, which ſhe expects a ſubmiſſion to, in order to her Peace 
and Tranquillity. So the late learned L. Primate of Ireland often exprel- 
kih the ſenle of the Chyrch of England, as to her thirty nine Artacles. 
Neither 
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Neither doth the Church of England, faith he, define any of theſe Queſtions , 
as neceſſary to be believed, either necelitate medit, 
or neceſſitate prxcepti, which is much leſs; but only 
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bindeth her $ons, for Peace ſake, not to oppoſe them, ® 39 


: And in another place more fully. We —_ ſuffer told 6. dup 04. bs SA 
any man to rejed the thirty nine Articles of the Church «© :he Biſhop of (halcedon, p. 264, 


of England at his pleaſure ; yet neither do we look upon 
them as Eſſentials of Saving Faith, or Legacies of Chriſt and his Apoſtles : 
but in a mean, as piows Opinions fitted for the preſervation of Unity; neither 
do we oblige any man to believe them, but only not to contradif them, By 
which welſce.what a vaſt difference there is between thoſe things which 
are required by the Chnrch of England, in order to Peace;and thoſe which 
are impoſed by the Church of Rome, as part of that Faith, extra quam nou 
eft ſalus, without belief of which there is no Salvation. In which ſhe 
hath as much violated the VUnzty of the Cathohck Church, as the Church of 
England by her Prudence and Moderation hath ſtudied to preſerve it, 
2.Nothing ought to be impoſed as a neceſſary Article of Faith t9 be believed by 
all.but what may be evidently propounded to all perſons, as a thing which God 
did require the explicit belief of. It being impollible to make any thing ap- 
pear a neceflary Article of Faith, but what may not only be evidently 
Yroved to be revealed by God, but that God doth oblige all men to the 
-lief of it in order to Salvation. And thcreforc none of thoſe things, 
whoſe obligation doth depend on variety of Circamſtances. ought in ws 4. 
be made the Bonds of that Communion which cannot take notice of that 
variety as to mens conditions and capacities. There are many things in 
Chriſtian Religion, which, wholcever believes the truth cf it, cannot 
but cafily diſcern to be neceſlary in order to the proteti.on and practice of 
It, in moſt cf which the commen ſenſe and realon of mankind is agreed. 
Not only the Exiſtence of a Deity, the clear cicovery of the  zj:loxr, 
Goodneſs and Power of God, with his Providence over the world, and 
the Immortality of Souls, being therein moſt evidently revealed; but, the 
way and manner of the reſtitution of mens ſceuls by Faith in Jeſus Chriſt 
as ouronly Saviour, and Obedience to his Commands, 1510 fully laid down 
in the cleareſt terms, that no rational man, who conſiders the nature of 
Chriſtian Religion, but muſt aflert the profetiion of all theſe things to be 
neceſlary to all fuch, who own Chriſtian Religion to be true, But there 
are many othcr things in Chriſtian Religion, which are neither ſoclcarly 
revealed in the Scriptures, nor unanimoully aflented toin any age ofthe 
Chriſtian Church ;, and,why any ſuch things ſhould be wade the conditicns 
of that Communion inthe Latholick Church, whole very being depends cn- 
ly on ncceflary things, would puzzle a Philoſopher to underſtand. As if 
none ſhould be accounted Mathematicians, but fuch as could ſquare 
circles; and none Naturaliſts, but fuch as could demonſtrate whether 
quantity were infinitely diviſible or no : much ſoit is, if none ſhould be 
accounted members of the CatholickChknreh, but ſuch as ownthe truth and 
necef{:ty of fome at leaſt as difputable Points, as any in Religion. Let 
therefore any Koxariſt tell me, whether the Pope's Supremacy be as clear 
in Scripture, as that Chriſt 3s Saviour of the world; whether Purgatory be 
as plain as Fternal Life, Tranſubſtantiation as cvident,as that the Euchariſt 
onght to Le adminiſtred; whether Invocation of Saints be as manifeſt, as 
the Adoration of God:, the Doctrine of lndulgences, as Repentance from dead 
works; andit there be fo great aclearnels in the Revelation of the - 
ang 
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and fo far from it as to the other 5 let them give any juſt account why 
the belicf of the one is made as necellary to Salvation as the other js, 
Certainly, fuch who take in things at leaſt ſo diſputable as all thee are, 
and enforce the belief of them in order to their Communion, cannot 
otherwiſe be thought but to have a deſign to exclude a great part of the 
Chriſtian world from their Communion; and, to doo, and then cry out 
of them as Schiſmaticks, 1s the moſt unreaſonable proceedings in the 
world. - 

3. Nothing ought to be required as a neceſſary Article of Faith, but what 
hath been believed and received for ſuch by the Catholick Church of all Ages, 
For, ſince neceſlary Articles of Faith are ſnppoſed to be ſo antecedently 
to the Being of the CatholickChurch, ſince the Catholick Church doth ſup- 
poſe the continual acknowledgement of ſuch things as are neceſlary to be 
believed, it is but juſt and reaſonable to admit nothing as neceſlary, but 
what appears to have been ſo univerſally received. Thence it is ,that Az- 
tiquity, Univerſality,and Conſent, are ſo much inſiſted on by Vincentivs Le- 
rizenſis, in order to the proving any thing to be a neceſlary Article of 
Faith. But the great dithculty of this lyes in finding out what was re- 
ceived for a neceilary Article of Faith, and what was not by the Catholick 
Church; which being a ſubject, as neceflary, as ſeldom ſpoken to, I ſhall 
not leave it untouched, although I muſt premiſe, that Rule to be much 
more uſeful in diſcovering what was not looked on as a ncceflary Article 
of Faith, than what was 3 and therefore I begin with that fir{t. 

I. It is ſufficient evidence, that was not looked on as a neceſſary 
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Article of Faith, which was not admitted into the Ancient Creeds. Whe- | 


ther all thoſe Declarations which were inſerted in the enlargements of 
the Apoſtolrcal Creed, by the Councils of Nice and Conſtantinople, and in 
that Creed which goes under the name of Atharaſixs, were really judged 
by the Catholick Church of all Ages, to be necellary to Salvation, is not 
here my bulineſs to enquire;z but there ſeems to be a great deal of reaſon 
for the Negative, that what was not inſerted in the Ancient Creeds, was 
not by them judged neceſlary to be believed by all Chriſtians. I know, 
It is ſaid by ſome of your party, That the Apoſtolical Creed did only contain 
thoſe Articles which were neceſſary to be believed, in oppoſition to the preſent 


Hereſies which were then in the Church, As though the neceſſity of believing * 


in Chriſtians, came only by an Artiperiſtaſes of the oppoſition of Hereticks, 
And if there had been no Hereticks to have denyed God's being the Crea- 
tour, and Chriſt's being the Saviour ;, it had not been neceſſary to have be- 
licvcd either of them lo explicitly as now we do. But when we ſpeak of 
all things necc!lary to be believed by all ; I mean not, that all circum- 
ſtances of things contained in thoſe Creeds are nccellary to be believed in 
order to Salvation; but,that all thoſe things which were judged as necella- 
ry to be bejteved by all, were therein inſerted,will appear to any one who 
either conſiders the exprethions of the Ancients concerning the Creeds then 
in Uſc;or the primary reaſon why ſuch Summaries of Faith werc ever made 
in the Chriſtian Church. The teſtimonies of the Fathers to this purpoſe are 
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lo well known in this lubject, that it were a needleſs task torepeat them, | 
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unalterableneſs and perfeFion of that 
Faith,which is contained in the Creed; 
making it, the ſurme of all neceſſary Do- 
Frines the Foundation of the Catholick Faith and of the Church, the firſt and 
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ſole Confeſſion of Evangelical Dedrine, Otall which, and many more Cx- 
prefſions to the ſame pur lc, produccd not only by our Writers, but by 
yours too, no tolerable enſe can be made, without aſterting, that what- 
ever was judged neceſ}ary to be believed by all; by the Catholick Church 
of that Age they lived in, or before them, was therein contained. Beftces, 
what account can be given why any ſuch Summaries of Faith ſhould at 
all be made either by 4peoſt les, or Apoſtolical perſons; but only for that cnd, 
that neceſſary Articles of Faith might be reduced into ſuch a compatls, as 
might become portable to the weakeſt capacities ? If the rile of Creeds 
were (as moſt probable it was) from the things propounded, to the Ca- 
techumens, to be believed in order to Baptiſm, can we reaſenably think, 
that any thing judged neceffary to be believed, ſhould be left out ? If the 
Apoſtolical Creed be a ſummary comprehenſion of that Form of ſound Do- 
Frine, which the Apoſtles delivered to all Chriſtians at their hrſt conver- 
ſion(as it is generally ſuppoſed } either we muſt think the Apoſtles untaith- 
ful in their work, or the Creed an unfaithful account of their Doctrine, 
or that ſuch things which were ſuppoſed univerſally necellary to be be- 
lieved, are therein comprehended. Which is ſufficient tor my purpoſe, 
that nothing ought to be looked on as a necellary Article of Faith , or was 
ſoeſteemed by the Catholick Church, which is not centained inthe An- 
cient Creeds. | 

2, Nothing ought to be judged a neccſlary Article cf Faith, but, wh. 
was univerſally believed by the Catholick Church, to be delivered as ſuch bz 
Chriſt, or his Apoſtles. So that it is not the judgement, but the teſtimony 
of the Catholick Church, which mult be relyed on, and that teſtimony cn- 
ly, when univerſal, as delivering what was once infallibly delivered by 
Chriſt, or his Apoſtles. From whence it follows, that any one who will un- 
dertake to make out any thing as a neceſlary Article of Faith, by Catho- 
lick Tradition meerly, muſt do theſe things: | 

1. He mult make it appear to be univerſally embraced at all times, and 
in all places , by ſuch who were members of the Catholick Church. 

2. That none ever oppoſed it, but he was preſently difowned as no 
member of the Catholick Church, becauſe oppoſing ſomething necellary to 
Salvation. 

3- That it be delivered by all thoſe Writers of the Church, who give 
an account of the Faith of Chriſtians, or what was delivered by Chriſt and 
his Apoſtles to the Church, 

4. That it was not barely looked on as necetlary to be believed by ſuch 
as niight be convinced it was of Divine Revelation, but that it was deli- 
verd with a neceſlity of its being explicitly believed by all. : 

5; That whartis deliver'd by the conſent of the I/riters of the Catholick 
Church, was undoubtedly the Conſent of the Church of thoſe ages. 

6, That all thoſe Writers agree not only inthe Belief of the thing it ſelf, 
but of the Neceſſity of it to all Chriſtians. 

7. That no Writers or Fathers of ſucceeding Ages, can be ſuppoſed to 
_ in the bchef cither of the matters believed before, or the neceſſity 
of them. 

8. That no oppoſitions of Hereticks, or heats of Contention, could 
make them judge any Article ſo oppoſed, to be more neceſſary, than it was 
judged before that Contention; or they themſelves would have judged it, 
had itnot been ſo oppoſed. | 

9. That when they affirm many Traditions to be Apoſtolical, which = 
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varicd inſeveral Churches, they could not attirm any Do@rine to be Apo- 
ſtolical, which they were not univerſally agreed m. 

10. That when they ſo plainly atlert the ſufficiency of the Scriptures as 
a Rule of Faith, they did yet believe ſomething necellary to Salvation, 
which was not contained therein. 

When you, or any one elſe, will undertake to make good theſe condi- 
tions ; T ſhall then begin to bclieve, that ſomething may be made appcar 
to be anecellary Article oEFaith, which 1s not clearly revealed mn Scri- 
pture, but not before : but till then, this Negatzve will ſuffice,that nothing 
ought to be embraced, as the judgement of the Church concerning a ne- 
cellary Article of Faith, but what appears to be clearly revealed in Scri- 
ture, and univerſally embraced by the Catholick Church of all Ages. 

3. Nothing ought to be looked on as a necetlary Article of Faith, by 
the judgement of the Catholick Church, the dexyal of which was not uni- 
verſally oppoſed, and condemned as Hereſje. For otherwiſe the Catholick 
Church, was very little ſenſible of the honour of Chriſtiar Faith, it it ſut- 
fered diflenters in neceſlary things, without putting a mark of diſhonour 
upon them. Thercfore we may conclude, that whatever was patiently 
born with in ſuch as diflented from the generality of Chriſtians, efpecial- 
ly, if conliderable perſorrs in the Church were the authors or tomenters of 
ſuch opinions, however true the contrary Doctrine was ſuppoſed to be, 
yet it was not ſuppoſed necellary, becauſe then the oppoſers would have 
been condemned of Herefie, by ſome open act of the Catholick Church, 

But if, beyond theſe Negatives, we would enquire what was poſitively 
belicved as neccilary to Salvation, by the Catholick Church; we ſhall hard- 
ly find any better way, than by the Articles of the Ancient Creeds, and 
the univerſal oppoſition of any new Doctrine on its firſts appearance, and 
the condemning the broachers of 1t for Hereſte in Oecumenical Councils, 
with the continual diſapprobation of thoſe DoGrines by the Chriſtzar 
Churches of all Ages. As1s clear in the caſes of Arrizs and Pelagizs. For 


it{cems very reaſonable to judge, that ſince the necellary Articles of 


Faith were all dclivered by the Apoſtles tothe Catholick Church, ſince the 
foundation of that Church lyes in the belief of thoſe things, which are 
nece//ary, that nothing ſhould be delivered contrary to any xeceſſary Article 
of Faith but the Church, by ſome evidext ad, muſt declare its difhke of 
1t, and its reſolution thereby to adhere to that necellary Doctrine, which 
was oxce delivered to the Saints, And withall, it ſeems reaſonable, that 
becauſe Art and Subtilty may be uſed by ſuch who ſeek to pervert the 
Catholick Dedrine, and to wreſtthe plain places of Scripture, which deli- 
vcr it, ſotar from their proper meaning, that very few ordinary capaci- 
ties way be able toclear themſelves of ſuch miſts as are caſt before their 
cycs 3 the {cnle of the Catholick Church in ſucceeding ages, may be a very 
uſctul way for us to embrace the true ſenſe of Scripture, eſpecially in the 
great Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, As for inſtance, in the Dofrine of 
the Deity of Chriſt, or the Trinity; though the ſubtilty of ſuch Modern 
Hercticks, who oppoſe cither of theſe, may 1o far prevail on perſons, et- 
ÞAther not of ſufticient judgement, or not ſufficiently verſed in the Scriptures, 
asat preſent to make them acknowledge the places are not ſo clear as 
they imagined them to be; yet they being alwaies otherwiſe interpreted 
by the Catholick Church, or the Chriſtian Societies of all ages, layes this po- 
tent prejudice againſt all ſuch attempts, as not to believe ſuch interpre- 
tations 7rue, ull they givea juſt account, why, if the belief of theſe Do- 
| (rines 
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Grines were not neceſſary.the Chriſtians of all ages from the Apoſtles times, 
did ſo unanimouſly agree in them, that when any began fir{t to oppole 
them, they were declared and condemned for Hereticks for their pains. 
So that the Chwrch of England doth very pioutly declare her conſent with 
the Ancient Catholick Church, in not admitting any thing to be delivered 
as the ſenſe of Scriptzre, which is contrary to the conſent of the Catho- 
lick Church in the four firſt ages. Not as though the ſenſe of the Catholirk 
Church were pretended to be any infallible Rule of interpreting Scripture 
in all things which concern the Rule of Faith ; but that it is a ſufficient 
Preſcription againſt any thing which can be alledged out of Scripture, that 
if it appear contrary torhe ſenſe of the Catholick Church from the begin- 
ning,it ought not to be looked on as the true rearing of the Scripture, All 
this ſecurity is built upon this ſtrong preſumption, that _ contrary 
tothe necellary Articles of Faith, ſhould he held by the Catbolick Church, 
whoſe very being depends upon the belief ofthoſe things which are necef- 
ſary to Salvation. As long therefore as the Church might appear to be 
truly Catholick by thoſe correſpondencies which were maintained betwecn 
the ſeveral parts of it, that what was refuſed by one, was ſo by all; fo 
long this unanimous and uncontradicted ſenſe of the Catholick Chirch, 
ought to have a great {way upon the minds of ſuch who yet protels them- 
ſelves members of the Catholick Church. From whente it follows, that 
ſuch DoCctrines may well be judged deſtructive tothe Rule of Faith,which 
were ſo unanimouſly condemned by the Catholick Church within that 
time. And thus much may ſuffice for the firſt Inquiry, viz. What things 
are to be eſteemed neceſſary, either in order to Salvation. or in order to Eccle- 
fraſtical Communion, 

2. Whether any thing which was not neceſſary to Salvation, may by any 
means whatſoever afterwards become neceſſary, ſo that the not believing it be- 
comes damnable, and unrepented deſtroyes Salvation * We ſuppole the 
Queſtion to proceed on ſuch things as could not antecedently to ſuch an 
at whereby they now become neceſlary, be eſteemed to be fo, either 
from the matter, or from any expreſs command. For you in terms aflert a 
neceſlity of believing diſtinct from the matter,and abſotute command.and 
hath the Churches Definition for its formal objeF,which makes the neceility 
of our Faith continually todepend upon the Churches Definition;but this 
ſtrange kind of Ambulatory Faith, I ſhall now ſhew to be repugnant, to the 
deſign of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, in making known Chriſtian Religion, 
and to all evidence of Reaſon, and directly contrary to the plain and un- 
contradicted ſenſe of the Primitive and Catholick Church. 

x. It is contrary to the deſign: of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, in making known 
the Chriſtian Religion to the world. For, ifthe deſign of Chri(t was to 
declare whatever was neceſlary to the Salvation of mankind,if the Apoſtles 
were ſent abroad for this very end, then either they were very »nf.ithful 
in diſcharge of their truſt, or elſe they taught a// things neceſſary for their 
Salvation; and, if they did ſo, how can any thing become zeceſ/ary, which 
they did never teach 2 Was it not the great Promiſe concerning the 44eſ- 
ras, that at his coming, the Farth ſhould be full of the Knowledge of the Lord, 

as the Waters cover the Sea; that then they ſhall all be tanght of God £ Was 


not this the juſt expectation of the people concerning him, That when he T1: 9. 
- Came he would tell them all things ? Doth not he tell his Diſciples, That Je. Or 


all things Thave heard of my Father, I have made known unto you? And, Job. 15.15: 


for all this, is there ſomething ſtill remaining neceſlary to Salvation, which 
Tis neither 
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neither he, nor his Diſciples, did ever make known to the world ? Doth 
not he promiſe Life and Salvation to all ſuch as believe and obey his Dofrine 2 
And can any thing be necellary for eternal lite, which he never declared 2 
cr did he only promile it tothe men of that Age and Gemeration, and leave 
others to the mercy of the Churches Definitions 2 If this be ſo, we have ſad 
cauſe to lament our condition, upon whom theſe heavy logns of the Church 
arefallen : how happy had we been, if we had lived in Chriſts, or the 
Apoltles times; for then wamight have been ſaved, though we had never 
believed the Pope's Supremacy, or Tranſubſtantiation, or Invocation of 
Saints, or Worſhipping Images 3 but now the caſc is altered; theſe 1lſtores 
are now hung about our necks, and how we ſhall ſwim to Heaven with 
them, who knows 2 How {trangely miſtaken was our Saviour, when he 
ſaid, Bleſſed are they that have not on and yet have believed; For, much 
more blelled certainly were they, who did ſee him, and believe in him; 
for then he would undertake for their Salvation; but now, it ſeems, we 
are out of his reach, and turned over to the Mercilefs Infallibility of the 
preſent Church, When Chriſt told his Diſciples, His yoke was eaſte, and bur- 
den light ; he little thought, what Power he had lett in the Church to lay 
on ſo much /oad, as might cripple mens beliet'; were it not for a good re- 
ſcrve in a corner, call'd Implicit Faith, When he fent the Apoſtles to teach 
all that he commanded them, he muſt be underſtood ſo, that the Church 
hath power to teach wore if ſhe pleaſes; and though the Apoſtles, poor 
men, were bound up by this commiſiion, and S. Peter himſelf too, yet his 
Infallible Succeſſors have a Paramount Friviledge beyond them all. Though 
the Spirit was promiſed to the Apoſtles, to lead them into all Truth , yet 
there muſt be no incongruity, in ſaying, They underſtood not ſome necel- 
fary Truths (for how ſhould they, when never revealed) as Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, Supremacy, &c. Becauſe, though they never dreamt of ſuch 
things, yet the Infallible Church hath done it ſince for them ; and, to ſay 
truth, though the Apoſtcs names were put into the promiſe, yet they were 7 
but Feoffees in truſt for the Church, and the benefit comes ro the Church |: 
* by them. Forthey were only Tutors to the Church in its minority, teach- 
ing it ſome poor Kudinents of Chriſt and Heaven, of Faith and Obedience, 
@«c. But the great and Divine Myſteries of the ſeven Sacraments, Indul- |. 
gences, Worſhip of Images, Sacrifice of the Maſs, &c. were not fit to be made * 
known till the Church were at age her ſelf, and knew how to declare her | 
own mind, WhenS. Paul ſpeaks lo much of the great Myſteries hidden 
from Ages and Generations, but now made known, it muſt be nnderſtood 
with a reference to thoſe ſi/y people who lived in that Age ;, but there were 
greater Myſteries than thele, which neither Chriſt, nor any of his Apoſtles 
were ever acquainted with, as Purgatory, and thoſe before mentioned ; for |: 
theſe were reſerved as the Churches Portion, when her Infallibility-ſhip ® 
ſhould come to Age. S. Paul, honeſt man, ſpake as he thought, when he ' 
AA. 20. 27. told not the common people, but the Biſhops of the Church, That he had 
wot ſhunned to declare unto them all the Counſel of God ;, but if he had lived * 
to our Hee, he would have heard of this miſtake with both ears ; and if he * 
had nct (worn the contrary, he muſt have been contented to have been * 
call'd Schiſmatickand Heretick a thouſand times over. Thele are all the 
juſt and rare conſequences of your CEnrches bleſſed Infallibility, and Power 
of Defining things neceſſary, which were not ſo in Chriſt, or his Apoſtles times. 
But, the greateſt 4rack ot all is yet behind ; for men are bound to believe 
all the Do&rines of your Church to be Apoſtolical, and yet that your Church 
bath 
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hath power to make things neceſlary to be bclieved, which were not (6 
in the Apoſtolical times. Yes, ſay you, They were Dofrines then, but not 
ſo neceſſary as now, becauſe they had not the Churches Definition, It ſcems, 
at laſt, the Apoſtles knew them, but did not underſtand the worth of them; 
elſe, no doubt, they were ſuch charitable ſouls, they would have declared 
them to the world. Bleſſed S. Paul, who was continually employed in 
teaching and inſ(tructing men in the way to Salvation, could he have held 
back any thing that had tended to it, when he layes, He kept back nothing 
that was profitable to them, but ſhewed them, and taught them publickly, and 
from houſe to houſe, teſtifying to the Jews, and alſo to the Greeks, Repentance 
towards God, and Faith in our Lord Jeſus Chriſt > What, not one word 
of the necellary Points all this while 2 nothing of the Church of Rome, nor 
Chriſt's Vicar on Earth, and his Infallibility? How (lily and cunningly did 
S. Parl, and the reſt of the Apoſtles carrie it, if they had believed theſe 
things 3 never let one word: drop from their mouths or pens concerning 
them ? and inſtead of that, ſpeak fo, and write ſo, that one that believes 
them honeſt, would ſwear they never heard of them. In what ancther 
kind of ſtrain would S.Paul have writ to the Church cf Rome, it he had had 
but any inckling of the Charr of Infallibility, being placed there > How 
ſoon would he have blotted out the whole 14. Chapter of his Epiſtle tothe 
Corinthians, it he had known his Holineſs his plealurc about ſerving God 
in an unknown tongue £ How well might he have ſpared ſaying, That a 
Biſhop ſhould be the Husband of one Wife, if he had known de jure divino 
he muſt have none at all? Ar what another rate would he have dit- 
courſed of the Euchariſt, had he believed Tranſubſtantiation, Sacrifice of 
the Maſs, Communion under one kind £ What courle would he have. ta- 
ken with the Schiſmratical Corinthians, that were divided like cther 
Churches, if he had known the Ifallible Fudge of Controverſie ? If he had 
but underſtood the danger of reading Scriptures, he might have fpared 
his exhortations to the people of the Word of God dwelling richly in then:, 
and filled his Epiſtles with Pater Noſters, and Ave Mary's, or given good 
directions about them. But he muſt be pardoned, he was 1gnorant of 
theſe things, as well as we : only S. Fa never heard of them, and we do 
not believe them; becauſe neither he, nor his Brethren ever revealed 
them to us, though they were the Stewards of the Myſteries of God 5 and 
they tell us themſelves, That zt 3s requiſite ſuch ſhould be faithful, which we 
cannot underſtand how they could be, 1t they knew theſe deep Myſte- 
ries, but never diſcovered them that we can learn, Burt, if they knew 
them not, I pray from whence is it your Church learns them? By inme- 
diate inſpiration £ no, as bold as ycu are, you dare not challenge that : 
but whence then come you to know them to be necefſlary ? infelibly for- 
Jooth : But whence comes this Infallibility £ muſt there not be a pecrliar 
Revelation, to dilcover that to be neceflary, which was never diſcovered 
to be ſo before ? But if diſcovered before, and declared before,the things 
were as nece{lary before your Churches Defrnition, as after; and therefore 
your Churches Definition adds nothing of zeceſſety to them. If either dif 
covered, nor declared, you mult have particular Kevelatiox for them, and 
then work miracles, and we will believe you, but not otherwiſe ; but, be- 


tore you doit, conſider what S. Par! hath ſaid concerning an Angel front 


Heaven preaching another Goſpel, let hin be accurſed , and what can be niore 

preaching another Goſpel, than making other things neceſſary to Salvation, 

than Chrift or his Apoſtles did 3 and think then what your Church hath de- 
#, 
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ſerved for all her Defiritions concerning Articles of Faith, or things neceſ- 
fary to be believed in order to Salvation. But yet further you lay, 
That theſe things were declared by the Apoſtles, but they need a further Decla- 
ration now: And why fo? ſhew us the Apoſtle's Declaration, and it ſuf- 
ficeth us ; we ſhall not believe them one jot the more tor your additional 
Definition. And it is ſurely afign, you did not think the Apoſtles Decla- 
ration ſufficient, or elſe you would never pretend to new ones. Perhaps 
you will tell us, It was to thgjr Age, but not to ours? why not , as well as 
the other neceſlary Articles of Faith: contained in Scripture? I know your 
Anſwer is, We can know no neceſſary Article of Faith at all; but from your 
Church. Sothen, we have __ all into a narrow compals, and in- 
ſtead of new Definitions of the Church concerning neceſlary things, we 
can know nothing at all to be zeceſſary to be believed, but from your 
Church, This is high, but the higher it is, the better Foundation it had 
need ſtand on, which we ſhall throughly ſearch intozin the Controverſie 
of the reſolution of Faith : to which we referr it, and return. It there 
were once a Declaration, but ſtill there needs another, What is become of 
that Declaration? was it loſtin its paſlage down to us? how then was 
that preſent Church infallible, which loſt a Declaration in matter of Faith ? 
was it neceſsary to be believed in the intermediate Age or no ? if it was, 
then it was not Joſt, and then what need a new Declaration ? it not, then 
a thing once neceſſary to Salvation, may be xot neceſſary to Salvation, 
and become meceſ/ary to Salvation again. But (ill we have caule to envy 
their happineſs, who lived in the Age when they might be ſaved with- 
out believing theſe things : for the caſe goes hard with us, for you tell 
us, Unleſs we believe them neceſsary, we cannot be ſaved; and our con- 
ſciencestell us, that if wedid profels to believe them neceſsary, when we 
donot, and cannot, we cannot be ſaved. What a caſe then were we in, 


if the Pope were Chriſt's Vicar in Heaven,as he pretends to be on Earth;but it ' 


is our comfort,he is neither ſo, nor ſo. Thus we ſee what repugnancy there 
is both to Scirpture and Reaſor in this ſtrange Dofrine of your Churches 
Definitions, making things neceſſary to Salvation, which were not ſo before. 
I thould now proceed to ſhew how repugnant this Do@rize is to the 
unanimous conſent of Antiquity ; but I find my ſelf prevented in that, by 
the late Writings of one of your own Communion; and if you will believe 
him in his Epiſtle Dedicatory (which I much queſtion) the preſent Popes 
moſt humble Servant, our Countryman Mr. Thomas White. Whoſe whole 
Book, call'd his Tabule Suffragiales, is purpolely deſigned againſt this 
fond and abſurd Opinion ; nay, he goes ſo high, as to aſsert the Opinion 
ot the Pope's Perſonal Infallibility, not only _ Heretical, but Archi-here- 
tical: and that the propagating of this Dodrine #s in its kind a moſt grie- 
205 11, Tt cannot but much rejoyce us to {ce, that men of wit and parts 
begin to diſcover the intolerable arrogance of ſuch pretences, and that 
ſuch men as D. Holden, and Mr. hte, are in many things come ſo near 
the Proteſtant Principles ;, and that ſince they quit the Plea of Infallibility, 
and relyc on Univerſal Tradition,we are in hopes that the ſame reaſon and 
ingenuity which carried theſe perſons thus far, will carry others, who go 
on the lame principles, ſo much farther, as to ſee, how impoſbble it is to 
mak good the points in Cortroverſie between us, upon the Principle of Uni- 
verſ.ut Tradition. Which the Bigots of your Church are fufficiently ſenſible 
ot. ana therefore, like the Mar at Athens, when your Hands are cut off, 
you arc reſolved to hold this Infallibility with yoxr Teeth: and fo that 
Gentleman 
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| Gentleman finds by the proceedings of the Court of Rome againſt him for 
®Z thatand hisother pieces. Burt, this ſhould not have bcen taken notice of, 
” leſt weſhould ſeemtoſece (as who doth not, that is not ſtark blind?) whar 
” growing Diviſions and Arizroſities there are among your lclyes both at 
50 home and in forcign parts 3 and yet all this while the poor filly people mutt 

be told, that there is nothing but Diviſ/oz out of your Church, and nothing 

but Harmony and Muſrckin it, but ſuch as 1s made of Diſcords. And that 

about this preſent Controverhiez for the forenamed Gertlexzan in his 
” Epiſtle to the preſent Pope, tells him lainly, That it is found true by frequent 
” Experience, That there is no defending the Catbolick a Ly © 07 
Faith againſt the ſubtilties of his Heretical Conntrymen, —_— —_ -— _—_ flew bas 
without the principles of that Book, mhich was con- ſubtilitates fides Catholica ſuſtineri poteſs 
demned at Rome. And what thoſe principles are, 4; precipux buju libelli dogmatibus, & 
we may eakly ſee by this Book, which iswritin de (/1279"eſ1 8) algal oak. Te 
fence of the former. Wherein he largely proves, : 
that the Chxrch hath no power to make New Articles of Faith, which he 
proves both from Scripture, Reaſon and Authorzty ; this laſt, is that I ſhall 
referr the Reader to him for: tor in his ſecond Table.as he calls it, he proves 
from the teſtimonics of Origen, Baſel, Cl. ryſoſtom, Cyril, Irenens, Tertullian, Ti#'eſuffr, 


$ | 
"4 Pope Stephen, Hierom, Theoptylad, Anguſtine, Vincentins Lerinenſis, and c- OY es 
® 'veral others; nay, the tcttimonies, he ſayes, to this purpoſe, are fo many, = 

> that whole Zibrarres mult be tranſcribed to produce them all. And at- 

24 terwards more largely proves, That the Faith of the C:xrch lyes ina con- 


* _tinuedſucceſſion from the Apoſtles, both from Scripture. and Reaſor, and 
pt abundance of Church-Authoritics m his 4, 5, and 6. Tables : and, through 
” thereſtof his Book, diſproves the rfallibality of Councils and Pope. And, 
 canyouthink all this is anſwered by an 1zdex Expmrgatorius, or by pub- 
; liſhing a falſe-Latin Order of the inquiſition at Rome, whereby his Books 
© areprohibited, and his Opinions condemned 1s. heretical, crronious in 
= Faith, raſh, ſcandalous, ſeditious, and what not ? It ſeems then. it isgrown 
at laſt de fide, that the Pope 7s infallible, and never 
more like todo fo, than inthis age z for the lame per- 
ſon gives us this character of 1t in his Purgation of 
himſelf, to the Cardinals of the Inquilition, ſaying, That their Eminen- 
cies, by the unhappineſs of the preſent Age, 11 which 1 | 3 
Knowledge is baniſhed eut of the Schools, and the Do- vt Preſuler, infortuaio pre p1- 
' <a | , s ſeculy ia quo {cieatia ex Stholis exulatet 
Frines of Faith and Theological Truths -are judged by 4; & Theolog' veritates mera vororum 
20ſt voices; fell. it ſeems, upon ſome ignorant and ar- «ft:mutur, incte!ſſe in Craſultores ex major 
To, * P parte & 198208 & ariogantes, qui zatreprdds 
rogant Conſultors; who, hand ever head, condemn thoſe 7,5. regeſtiong . ence. je offi. 
Tropoſitions, which, upon their oaths, they could not tell rant ſe neſcirefeatne vere velfalſe. Appen« . 
whether they were true or falſe, If theſe be your pro- gens ad Purgaz. (xt, poiter. p312, 
ccedings at Roxze, happy we that have nothing todo © 
with ſuch 1ſal/ible Ignorance: This is the Age your Religion were like 
> tothrivein, if 12orance were as predominant clewhere, as it lecms 1t is 
> at Kowe. Putllcavethis, and return. 
| 3. Thelaſt thing is, #kether the Church bath Power by any Propoſition or $+ 12: 
* Definition, tormake any thing become neceſſary to Salvation, and to be be- 
lreved as ſuch which was not ſo before £ Pt this isalready anfwered by the 
toregoing Diſcourſe 3 for if the neceflity of the things to be believed, 
mult be ſuppoſed antecedently to the Churches Being, if that which was 
not before necellary, cannot by any ac&t whatſoever afterwards become 
ncccllary, then it unavoidably tollows, That the Church ncither hath, nor 
can 
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can have any ſuch power. Other things which relate to this,!we ſhall 
have occaſion to diſcuſs in following your ſteps : which, having thus far 
cleared this important Controverſic, I betake my ſelf to. . 

And we are highly obliged to you, for the rare Divertiſements you give 


us in your excellent way of managing Controverſies. Had my Lord of 


Canterbury been living, What an excellent entertainment would your 
Confutation of his Book have afforded him? Burt,fince ſo pleaſant a Province 
is fallen to my ſhare, I muſt learn to command my ſelf in the management 
of it, and therefore, where you preſent us with any thmg which de- 
ſerves a ſerious Anſwer, for truth and the cauſes fake, you ſhall be ſure 


to have it. In the firſt place, you charge his Lordſhip with a Fallacy, F 
and that is, becauſe, when he was to ſpeak of Fundamentals, he did not © 
:. 15-1.4. ſpeak of that which was not Fundamental. But, ſay you, He turns the dif. þ 


ficulty, which only proceeded upon a Fundamentality or Neceſſity, derived 


from the formal Objed, that is, from the Divine Authority revealing that Point, ©” 


to the Material Objett that is,to the importance of the Matter contained in the 
Point revealed ;which is a plain Fallacy, in paſſing a ſenſu formali ad materia- 


vs nas. "ia 


lem. Men ſeldom ſuſpedt thoſe faults iy others, which they find not ſtrong ©. * 
inclinations to in themſelves ; had youTTierbecn conſcious of a notorious * 
Fallacy in this diſtinction of Formal and Material Obje@, as here applyed | 
by you ; =_ would never have ſuſpected any ſuch Sophiſtry in his Lord- | 


ſhip's Diſcourſe. I pray conſider what kind of Fundamentals thole are, 
which the £neſtion proceeds on, viz. ſuch as are neceſlary to be owned 
as ſuch by a// Churches, in order to their being tre Churches, as is plain 


by the riſe of this Controverſie z for Mr. Fiſher was proving the Greek ** 
Church to be no true Ehurth,and,in order to that, proves,that ſhe erred Fun- ' 


damentally, for which he makes Uſe of this Medium ; That, whatever js de- 
fined by the Church is Fundamental. Sothat the whole Proceſs of the Dil- 


ute lyes thus. T What ever Church is guilty of a Fundamental Errour, | 


ceaſeth to be a true Church; but the Greek Church is guilty of a Fundamen- 
tal Errour; ergo. The Minor being denyed, he thus proves it: If what- 
ever is defined by the Church be Fundamental, then the Greek Church js guil- 


ty of a Fundamentalerrour,becauſe ſhe denyes ſomething defined by the Church; © 
but whatever is defined by the Church is Fundamental ; which is the thing 


his Lordſhip denyes, and his adverfary is bound to prove. So that any 


one who was not reſolved to wink as hard as you do, might eaſily ſee, the | 


ſtate of the Controverſie doth not concern what things are Fundamental, | 


luppcſing men know them to be ſufficiently propounded; but what things 
are {0 neccflary to be owned for Fxndamentals, that upon the denying 
them. a Chared 

palpable, as it is, runs through your whole Diſcourſe of Fundamentals, 


which, without it cannot hold together. It you will therefore prove, | 
that, bcfides ſuch things whoſe neceſlity arifcth trom the matter, there | 


are orher from the Forma] Object, which all Churches arc equally bound 


to belicve, in order to their being trxe Churches, you do ſomething; but | 


not bctore. 


But we muſt ſtill attend your Motions, eſpecially when hey tend to- 
e 


wards proots, as yours donow. For, lay you, Now T ſhew (the difficulty 
being underſtood, as it oneht to be 4 the Formal Objed, whereby Points of 
Faith are manifcjted to Chriſtians) that all Points defined by the Church as 
matter of Faith, are Fundamental: that is, neceſſary to Salvation to be be- 


lieved by all thoſe to whom they are ſuſſiciently propeunded to be ſo 


defined | 


ceaſeth tobe a true Church. Yet this miſtake as groſs and | 
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defined by this Argument. Whoſoever refuſeth to believe any thine ſuff. cieat- 
ly propounded to him for a truth revealed from G od, commits a fin danmable 
and deſtrufive of Salvation : But, whoſoever refuſes to believe any [0inl ſuf- 
ficiently proponnded to tim for defined by the Church as matter of F aith, re- 
fuſes to believe a thing ſufficiently propounded to him for a truth revealed from 
God. Ergo, Whoſocver refuſes to believe any Point ſufficiently propounded to 
him for fred by the Church as matter of Faith, commits a ſin dammable 
and deſtruttive of Salvation. Before you proceed to the proof of your 
Minor, ſeveral things muſt here be conſidered, that we may better un- 
derſtand your meaning, and know what it is you intend tv prove, Eſpe- 
cially what you intend by ſufficient Propoſition. Do you mean ſuch a Propo- 
ſition as carries evidence along with it, or not ? in which caſe the very un- 
derſtanding the terms, is ſafficrent Propoſition, as that, two and two make 
our ;, but, I ſuppoſe, you mean not this, therefore it muſt be the ſufficient 
Propoſition of ſomething which wants natural evidence; and therefore ſome- 
thing elſe muſt be required, beſides, the propounding thething to make 
the Propoſition be ſaid to be ſufficient. For Safficiency relates to ſome 
end; fothat a ſufficient Propoſition mult be ſuch a Propoſetion as is ſufft- 
cient for its end : now the end of the Propoſition of Matters of Faith, is, 
that they may be believed; and therefore the ſufficrency of the Propoſition 
lyes in the Arguments or Aotives inducing men ro beheve. Now the 0b- 
jeds of Faith being, of a ditlcrent nature, the Sxfftcicrcy cf the Propoſetion 
muſt betaken from a reſpect tothem : for in things which are fo clearly 
revealed, as necellary to Salvation, that none who acknowledge the Scri- 
pture to be God's Word, can doubt but ſuch things are neceſlary; in this 
caſe the' Sufficiency of the Propoſition lyes in the Evidence of Divine Keve- 
lation., and the clearnels of it to all underſtandings who conſider it, and 
the Keaſons or Motives of Faith in that caſc,are the ſame with thoſe which 
induce men to believe, that the Scripture it ſelf js from Divine Revelation, 
But, there being other things in Scripture, which neither appear ſo clear, 
or lo neceſlary to be belicved by ail, ſomething elle is required in order 
to a ſufficient Propoſition of them , and in order to the making any of 
theſe things univerſally obligatory to Chriſt;ars on pain of damnation, for 
: not believing them theſc things are neceflary. 1. It muſt be zh clearer 
> than the thing which is propounded to be believed on the account of it ; 
4 | for, to propound a thing to be believed by ſomething at leaſt as diſpu- 
| table as the matter it ſelf, cannot certainly be call'd a ſufficient Propoſition. 
s 

5 

d 


2. It muſt be aztecedently proved to be a true and certain Propoſition, be- 
fore any thing can be believed on the account of it. For, if men cannot 
{ce any reaſon to believe that there is any neceſſary Connexion between that 
which you call a ſufficient Propoſition, and any matter of Faith; they can- 
not be guilty of any fin at all innot believing what you think is ſufficiently 
| propounded. But, inthis calc, it is not your judgement, what Propoſition 
4 | 1s ſufficient that makes it ſo, but the Reaſon of the Thing, and the Fordence 
that God hath appointed that way to reveal his Will tomen, and that 


"1 what is ſo propounded is neceſlary to be believed. As for inſtance, ſup- 
| poſe you were told by the Greek Church, that to believe the Pope's Supre- 

0- _- - l 

Y maty, jure divino, were a damnable fin, and that whoſoever did not be- 


if lieve this being ſufficiently propounded tothem as a matter of Faith, as 
defined by the Church, were guilty of a lin deſtruftive to Salvation, what 

anſwer would you return in this caſe? Would you not ſay, That the Pro- 
þ Poſition, though judged ſuffcient by _ 1s not iudped (6 by you; -_ 
| that 
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that they muſt firſt prove, that whatever their Church defines as a mat- 
ter of Faith, is to be believed for ſuch, before the other can be be. 
lieved on the account of it. Juſt the ſame anſwer we return to you; prove 
firſt of all to us in a clear and cvident manner, that God hath appointed 
the Definition of your Church, as the means whereby we may be infallibly 
aſſured, what is Matter of Faith, and what notz and then we may grant, 
that what your Church propounds as a matter of Faith, is futhciently pro- 
pounded as a matter reveslcd from God, but not betore. - For, while] 
ſee no1c2ſon to believe the Churches Propoſition to be ſufficient, I have no 
reaſon to bclieve, that what ſhe propoundes, as defined for matter of 
Faith, is truly ſo: And, as long as I can ſee no reaſon to believe it, prove 
the diſbelicf of it to be a fin in me when you can. Thus we ſee, how far 
from being evident that 4ajor of yours 1s, though you 2re pleaſed to tell 
us, it is ſo; but we do not believe your Defining it to be ſo, to be any mat- 
ter of Faith, unleſs we had better reaſon for it, than we have. For, fay 
you, Torefuſe to believe God's Revelation, is either to give God the lyz, or 
to doubt whether he ſpeak, trith or no But, have you fo little wit, as not 
to diſtinguiſh between ot believing God's Revelation, and not believing 
what is propounded for God's Revelation? Muſt every one, who doth not 
believe every thing that is propounded for God s Revelation, preſently 
oive God the lye, and doubt whether he ſpeak truth or no And are not you 
then guilty cf that fault every time a Qraker or Enttuſraſt tells you, That 
the Spirit of God within him told him this and that ? But you faid, Suf- 
ficiently proponnded. But the Queſtion is, What ſufficient Propoſition 1s, 
and who muſt be Judge whether the Propohition be tufficient or no, you, 
or the conſcience of the perfonto whom the thing is propoſed to be be- 
lieved? Ifany one indeed that judgeth a Propoſition ſufficient, &o not- 


OO OO OCD 7 ES 


withſtanding queſtion the tr#th of it, he doth interpretatively call God's + 


at all concerned in that which yox cal/ a ſufficient Propoſition, but he 
Judgeth net to be ſo. | 

Let us now ſee, how you prove your Aſſumption, which is very fairly 
done from a Suppoſition which his Lordſhip denics ; which is, That Gezeral 
Councils cannot erre, But, ſay you, he adds, That though be ſhould grant 
it, yet this cannot down with him, that all Points even ſo defined were Fun- 
damentals. I grant, thoſe are his words, and his reaſons follow them. 
For, Dedudions are not prime and native Principles ; nor are Superſtrudures, 


_—— 


—_— - 


Foundations. That which is a Foundation for all, cannot be one and another | 
to different Chriſtians, in regard of it ſelf ;, for then it could be no common | 


Rule for any, nor could the ſouls of men reſt upon a ſhaking Foundation. No, if | 


it be atrue Foundation, it muſt be common to all, and firm under all, in | 


which ſenſe the Articles of C hrijtian Faith are Fundamental, What now do 


you prove todeſtroy this? You very ſtrenuouſly prove, That if men be- ' 
licve,A\ Gereral Conncil cannot erre,they believe it cannot erre ſo far,and no | 


further than it carmmot erre, But, if you mean any thing further, your ' 


mcaning is better than your proof: tor when you would prove that to dif | 


believe the Churches Definition, is to diſ-believe God's Revelation; and inor-. 


der to that cenfound the Church and General Conncils together, and from 
the General Council's not erring,inferr the former Propolition.becanſe, what 
is teſtified by the Church, is teſtified by an Authority that cannot erre ;, you 


do not conlider, that all this while you prove nothing againſt his Lord- | 


ih1p, unleſs you firſt prove, that whatever is teſtified to be revealcd _ 
God, 


* "4 


Peracity into queſtion; but not he certainly who thinks not God's Veracity | 
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Chap. II. 

God, is preſently Fundamental to all Churches and Chriſtians, which his 
Lordſhip utterly denies, by diſtinguiſhing even things which may be re- 
ſtified to be revealed from God, into ſuch things as are common to all 
Chriſtians to be believed by them,and ſuch things as vary according to the 
different reſpects of Chriſtians. But yct further, I add, that taking Far 
damentals in your ſenſe, you prove not the thing you intended, but only 
to ſuch as do acknowledge, and asfar as they do acknowledge, that Ge- 
eral Councils cannot erre. For, they who acknowledge them infallible 
only in Fundamentals, do not judge any thing Fundamental by their De- 
ciſſon, but judge their Deciſſons infallible, lo long as they hold to Funda- 
mentals ; and fo (for all that I can ſec) lcave themſelves Judges, whezz 
General Councils are infallible, and when not - and therefore if they go 
about to teſtifie any thing as revealed from God, which is not Fundi- 
mental, they donot believe that their teſtimony cannot erre, and fo are 
not bound to believe that it is from God. They who belicve Gemeral Conn 
cils abſolutely infallible , 1 do verily think do believe General Conncils in- 
fallible in all they ſay, for that is the ſubſtance of all you ſay, Eut, what 
that is tothoſe who neither do, nor can ſec any reaſon th belicye thern jn- 
fallible in all they ſay or teſtific as revealed from God, | nexther donor car 
poſſibly underſtand. And, if you hope ſuch kind of Arguments cu ſatyſ- 
fie your ingennous Keader, you ſuppoſe him a good-natur d wan inthe Greek 
{cnſe of the phraſe. 

But all of a ſudden, we find you in 2 very gencrous ſtrain, ard ate con- 
tented totake Fundamentals for Fundamentals (which 1s 2a huge Concef- 
ſion, and his Lordſhip; were he living, would take it tor a ſingular favour 
from you.) Tet to deal freely with the Biſhop (ſay you) even taking Funda- 
mentals in a General way (as it ought to be taken only here) for a thing 
belonging to the Foundation of Religion (and it is a ſtrange Fundamental 
which hath no reſpect to the Foundation, but they who build downwards, 
muſt have their Foundations on tops of their houſes) 1t is alſo rranifeſt, that 
all Points defined by the Church are Fundamental, by reaſon of that June 
Objet. or infallible Authority, propounding then, though not alwaies by rea- 
Themam proot of which lyes in this, 
That he who doth not believe the Church infallible, can believe nothing at aff p, 16, «5, 
infallibly, and therefore no Fundamental of Keligion ;, but, if he believe any 
thing upon the Churches Infallibility, he wnſt believe all things on the ſame 
account of her Infaltibility, and therefore zmſt believe all equally; and ſo, what- 
ever is propounded by the Church, is to be believed as Fundamental, This 
you cannot deny to be the force and ſtrength of your verbole, and cotfu- 
ſed way of arguing. And thereforc l give you a thort Anſwer, That I ut- 
terly deny the Trfallibility of any Church, to bc in any thing the Founda- 
tion of Divine and Infallible Faith ;, as you will find it abundantly proved 
in the proper place tor.it, in the Controverſie of the Reſolition of Faith, 

Where it will be largely diſcufled, in what ſenſe Faith may be faid to be 
Divine and Infallible, what the proper gronnds and reaſons of our believine 
are, and how much you impoſe upon the world, in pretending that. the 
Reſolution of Faith, is into the Catholick Churches Infallibility; whereby it 
will appear to be far trom a Fundamental Errour, not to believe on the 
Churches Infallibility, and that he who denies it, will have no reaſon to 
call into Queſtion the Cazor of Scripture, or the Foundatiozis of all Religion, 
But, that you rather, by theſe abſurd and unreaſonable pretences of yours, 
have done your utmolt to ſhake the true Fonndations of Religion, and ad- 
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vance nothing but Sceptiſciſm, not to lay Atheiſm in the world. Theſe 
things I take upon me to make good in their proper place, and therefore 
ſhall not enter the diſcuſtion of them here : but ſince, this isthe main, and, 
in truth, the only Foundation of your Defrine of Fundamentals, the va- 
nity, falſhood and abfurdity of it, cannot be ſufficiently underſtood, till 
we have gone through the Account of the Grounds of Faith. 

If S. Auguſtine make ſome 10 Catholick Chriſtians, for holding olſtinately 
Some things of 0 great monwnt in his Book of ——_— it was, becauſe by 
Catholick Chriſtians he underſtood all ſuch, and only ſuch, as were the 
members of the ſound and Orthodox Church, in oppolition to all kind of 
unneceſſary ſeparation from 1t upon matters of ſmall moment, and not be- 
cauſe he believed the Churches Infallibility, in defining all matters of 
Faith 3 and that all ſuch things were ſo defined, which men are call'd 
Hereticks for denying of : unlets you will ſuppoſe, it was ever infallibly de- 
fined,that there were no Artipodes; for ſome were accounted Hereticks for 
believing them z and that by ſuch whom you account greater than S. Au- 
ſtin. But, for S. Auſtin, how far it was from his micaning, to have all 
thoſe accounted Fundamental Errours, which ke recounts mm his Book of 
Herefies, appears not only from the multitude of particulars mentioned in 
it, which no one In his {enſescan acknowledge Fundamental, or declared 
by the Church as neceſſary to be believed by all, but from his declared ſcope 
and deſign in the preface to that Book, wherein it appears, he was defired 
not only to write the greater errours concerning, Fazth, the Trinity, Bap- 
tiſmr, Repentance, Chriſt, the ReſurreFion, the Old and New Teſtament, Sed 
omnia omnino quibus 4 veritate diſſentiunt, i. e. all kind of errours what- 
ſoever ; and doyou think that there could then be no errour, but it muſt 
be againſt ſome thing then defined by the Church as neceſſary to Salvation ? 


\ Tf nor, then all truths were then defined by the Church, and CY 


there could be no new Definitions ever lince; if there might, then thoſe 
errours mentioned by S. Auſtiz, were not about matters neceſlary to be 
belicved; and fo S. Auſtin's Book of Hereſies makes nothing for you ; but 
very much againſt you, confidering that in all that black liſt of Heretzcks, 
there are none brought in tor denying thoſe grand Fundamentals of your 
Church,the Pope's Supremacy,your Churches Infallibility,nor any of that new 
brood of weceſ/ary Articles, which were ſoprudently hatcht by the Conr- 
cil of Trent, Butit S. Auſtin do you no good, you hope S. Gregory Nazi- 
anzen may, becaule he ſaith, That nothing can be more perillous than thoſe 
Hereticks, who with a drop of poiſon do infef our Lord's ſincere Faith.There- 
tore all things dcetined by the Church are Fundamental, What an cx- 
cellent Art this Logick is, that can fetch out of things that which was ne- 
ver in them! What a rare conlcquence is this, 1f Hereſte be dangerous, 
then, whatever is defined by the Church, is Fundamental: but it may be, 
the ſtrength lyes in the drop of poiſon, as though S. Gregory thought a drop 
of poiſen as dangerous as a whole doſe of it. But, were I your Phyſtian,in- 
{tcad of the teaſt drop of poiſorr, I ſhould preſcribe you good ſtore of Hel- 
lebore.,and ſhould hope to lee the'ettect of it,in making better conſequences 
than thcſeare. But to [ce yet further, the ſtrange etiects that Logick hath 
upon fome men; for, fay you, in the proſecution of your proof, that all 
things detined by the Church are Fundamental. Hence it is, that Chriſt 
our Saviour fawh, Matth, 8. 17. If he will not hear the Church, let hin be to 
thee 4s a Heathen and a Publican, The Argument in form runs thus z Who- 
tOcver deſerves excommunication, is guilty ofa Fundamental Errour; _— 
ic 
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he that will not hear the Church, deferves Excommunication; ergo, Or 
elſe there may be more in it than ſo. For, no doubt, the Heathers ard 
Publicans as ſuch, were guilty of Fundamental Erroursz therctore they 
who will not hear the Church, are guilty of as Fundamental Errours as 
Heathens and Publicans. But, before you urge us any more with this 
dreadful Argument, I pray tell us, What that Church is which our Savi- 
our ſpeaks of z what the caſes are, wherein the Church is to be heard : 
what the full importance is, of being as a Heathen and Fublican ; and you 
muſt prove this Church to be underſtood in your ſenſe of the Catholich 
Church, and that this Church hath hereby power to define matters of Faith, 
and that none can poſlibly in any other ſenſe be accounted as Heathers and 
Publicans, but as guilty of as Fundamental Erronrs as they were. 

Your next Objc&ticn concerning gzving God and the Church the lye, and 
preferring and oppoſing a man's private judgement and will before and againſt 
the Judgement and Will of God and the Church, if men deny or doubt of ay 
thine made known by the Church to le atruth revealed by God ;, (ignitics no- 
thing at all, unleſs it be antecedently proved, that the Church can never 
erre in declaring any thing to be a truth revealed by God, which none, 
who know what you mean by the Church, will cafily aficnt to, till you 
have attempted a further preof of it, than yet we find. And, although 
the queſtioning Divine Veracity be deſtruive to that which you Call $- 
pernatural Faith, yet hope it is poſlible to believe God to be trze, and yet 
that all men are lars, or that there 1s no ſuch inſeparable Connexion be- 
tween God's Veracity, and the preſent Declarations of any Church, but that 
one may heartily atient to the former, and yet queſtion the truth of the 
latter, If youthink otherwiſe, ſhew your pity to the weakneſs cf our un- 
der{tandings, by ſomething that may look like a proot of it, which we are 
{till much to feck for. 

But, your greateſt ſtrength, like Saxzpſor's, ſecms to lye there where one 
would leaſt ſuſpe@ it, viz. in Athanatius bis Creed, For thus you gO On. 
Wherefore it is ſaid in $, Athanaſius his Creed (which is approved in the 
thirty nine Articles of the pretended Engliſh Church) that, Whoſoever will be 

ſaved, it is neceſſary that he hold the Catholick Faith which unleſs every 
one hold whole and inviolate, without doubt he ſhall periſh for ever : Neither 
can the Biſhop reply, That all Points expreſſed therein are Fundamental in his 
ſenſe ;, for (to omit the Article of our Saviours deſcent into Hell ) he mentions 
expreſly the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Father and the Son, which 
his Lordſl.ap hath denyed to be a Fundamental Point, as we ſaw in the former 
Chaptcr, But, the better to comprehend the force of this Argument, we 
muſt firſt conſider what it is you tend to prove by it, and then, in what 
way and manner you prove it frem this Creed, The matter which you 
are to prove, 1s, that all things defined by the Church, are Fundamental, 
z.c. in your lenle neceſſary to Salvation; and, that the ground why ſuch 
things, whoſe matter is not neccilary, do become necctlary, is, becauſe 
the Church declares them to be revealed by God ; now, in order to this, 
you inhi{t on ,the Creed commonly call'd Athanaſius his, whercin ſome 
things, acknowledged not to be Fnndamental in the matter; are yet faid 
to be mece//ary to Salvation, and that this is owned by the Church of Eng- 
land. Thisis the ſubſtance of the Argument, which being reſolved into 
ts parts, will conſiſt of theſe Propolitions. 1. That fome things owned 
not to be Fundamental in the matter, are yet acknowledged in the Creec! 
of Athanaſixs, to be necellary to Salvation. 2. That the reaſon why theſe 
things 
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things do become neceſſary, is, becauſe the Church hath defined them to 
be ſo. 3. That this1s acknowledged by the Church of England. And 
therefore; by parity of reaſon, whatever is defined by the Church, muſt 
be neccſlary to Salvation. But every one of thele Propoſetions being am- 
biguous, the clear ſtating of them will be the belt way of ſolving the 
difficulty, which ſeems to lye in the preſent Argument. And the main 
Ambiguity lyes in the meaning of that neceſſity to Salvation, which is im- 
plied in the Athanaſtan Creed, as to the Articles therein contained 3 for, 
there being different grounds and reaſons upon which things may be ſup- 
poled zeceſſary, there can be no juſt conſequence made from the general 
owning a mece/ſzty of the belief of ſome things, to the making thole things 
neceſlary to be believed upon one particular account of it. For the ze- 
ceſſity of believing things to Salvation, may ariſe from one of theſe three 
grounds, 1. The S»ppoſition, that the matter to be believed is in it ſelf 
zeceſſary this makes it xeceſſary to all thoſe perſons who are of that perſwa- 
ſion; and on this ground it is plain.that the main Articles of the Athanaſzan 
Creed are gencrally ſuppoſed neceſlary, viz. thole concerning the Trinity in 
Unity, the Incarnation, ReſurreFion,and Eternal Life, &c. Now thele being 
ſuppoſed to be neceſlary from the Matter, any Church may own them 
under this degree of zeceſſety, in that expreſiton wed in ſeveral places of 
the Athanaſtan Creed, IWhojoever will be ſaved, it is neceſſary that he Lold the 
Catholick Faith ——which Catholick Faith is, &c, But then we arc toconſi- 
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der,that this is only a Declaration of the {caſe of that Church, what things | 
ſhe owns as zeceſſary, and what not; And this Declaration doth not oblige ' 
the conſcience of particular perſons any further,than as the Articles of that 


Church are required to be owned as the conditions of Communion with 
her, 7. e. where the degree of neceſſity is not declared, nor exprelly 
owned by a Church, but left in general terms 3 no man is bound to 
believe the things judged asmeceſſary, with any particular kind of xeceſſaty, 
exclulive of others, but only that the Church in Gexeral may uſe 


that Creed ſuppoled neceflary, and that the Uſe of that Creed is a lawful : 


condition of that Churches Communion. 2. The belicf of a thing may be 


ſuppoſed eceſſary, becaule of the clear Convidion of mens under{tandings, ; 


that though the matters be not in themſelves neceſſary, yet being revealed 


by God, they muſt be explicitly believed ; but then the xeceſſity of this Be- | 


licf doth extend no further than the clearneſs of that Conviction doth. 


As, ſuppole it inſerted into a Creed, that the Article of the Deſcexrt muſt be | 
underſrood according to the ſenſe of the Scriptures, this doth oblige no | 
wan toany turther neceſſity of belict of theſente of the Article, then he is * 
convinced, that it is theſexſe cf the Scriptures And the cafe is the fame, : 


when the Article is exprelied only in general terms, which are known to 
be capable of very dittcrent ſexſes, when none of which are exprefled, 


no particular ſenſe can be ſaid to be eceſſary to Salvation, to particular 
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perions, but only that ſexſe in- general, which all muſt agrce in who own | 


It, and the particulars are lettto the Convidions of mens underſtandings 
uponthe ule of the beſt means of ſatisfaction. So that he that believes ful- 
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ly that the meaning of this Article from Scripture, is, that Chriſt's ſoul did |. 
locally deſcend to Hell, it is neccllary for him to believe ſo,upon ſuch Con- | 


viction z but he that {ces no more neccſlary to be believed by it, but that 
Chriſt's ſoxl was, during his Body $ lying in the Crave, in a ſtate of Separa- 
tioz from it 5 how can you prove it neceflary to Salvation tor him to be- 


licve any more thanthis ? And the caſe is the ſame as to all Modes of | 


Exiſt ence, © 
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Exiſtence, and particular explications ot Articles in themſelves owned, as 
of the different Subſiſtencies in the Trinity, the manner of rhe Hypoſt atical 
Union of the two Naturcs in Chriſt's Perſon, ſuppoling the DoGtrines them- 
ſelves believed, what reaſon can there be to allert it necellary to Salva- 
vation to all perſons, to believe them under ſuch a (cnſe, if the Axticle 
may be it ſelt believed without it, any further than as things under thefe 
explications,are manifeſted toſuch perſonsto be necctlary to be belicycd, 
As Leo 3. defined in the Article of the Holy Ghoſt's Proceſſion from the Son, 
Touch, who, by reaſon of capacity and apprehention, could attain to the 
Knowledge of ir, it was neceſlary to be believed, but not by others; as ap- 
pears in our former Diſcourſe on that Subject, Therefore from hence we 
ſee another account, why things may became neceliary to be believed and 
owned as ſuch, beſides the matter and the Churches Definition. Thete 
things may be ſaid to be neceſlary tobe believed by luch, who believe the 
Churches Propoſition to be ſuffcient, though it be not; as, ſuppoſe any 
member of the Greek Church ſhould believe their Church intallible, it 1s 
neceflary, for ſuch a one to believe whatever is propounded by that 
Church, though you ſuppoſe that judgement of his to be falſe in it le]f, be- 
cauſe you ſay, the Greek Church is not infallible. So that from hence it 
appears, that the zece//ity ariſing from the Churches Definition, doth de- 
pend upon the Conviction, that whatever the Church dctines, is neeellary 
to be believed. And, where that is not received as an antecedent prin- 
ciple, the other cannot be ſuppeſcd, By this opening the ſeveral grounds 
of wecaliy, your difficulty concerning the Athanaſt.,: Creed cemes to no- 
thing: For granting, that the Church of Eryland doth own and approve 
the Creed, going under the name of Athanaſizs, and fuppoting that her 
Uſe of the Creed, doth extend to the owning of thoſe expretiions, which 
import the zece[ſity of believing the things therein contained in order to 
Salvation ; yet this doth not reach to your purpoſe, unlels you prove 
that the Church of England doth own that xeceſſety purcly on the account 
of the Churches Definition of thoſe things which are not Fundamental, 
which 1t is very unreaſonable to imagine; it being directly contrary to het 
ſenſe in her nineteenth and twenticth Articles. And thence, that ſuppoſed 
necejſity of the belief of the Articles ofthe Atharaſian Creed, muſt, accord- 
ing to the ſenfe of the Church of England, be reſolved cither into the 12- 
eaſy of the Matters, or into that neceſſety which ſuppoſeth clear Convi- 
ions, that the things therein contained are of Divine Revelation, From 
hence then it cannot at all follow, becauſe the Church of England owns 
the Creed of Athanaſews, therefore all things deltined by the Churchare, eo 
nomine,neteſſary tb Salvation. Other particulars concerning that Creed, as 
to its Antiquity and Authority, we may have occaſion afterwards more 
at large to dilcufs ; it ſufticeth now, that nothing is thence produced per- 
tincnt to the preſent Controverlie. 

His Lordſhip, in the progreſs of this Diſcourſe, takes away that ſlight 


and poor evaſion, That the Declaration of the Church makes any thing Fun- N.8. p12. 


damental, quoad nos, becanſe that no reſpet? to us can vary the Foundation, 
And that the Churches Detlaration can bind us only to peace and external obe- 
dience, where there is not expreſs letter of Scripture and ſenſe agreed on : but 
it cannot make any thing Fundamental to us, that is not ſo in its ownnature, 
For, laith he, if the Church can ſo add, that it can by a Declaration make 4 
thing tobe Fundamental in the Faith that was not, then it can take a thing 
away from the Foundation, and make it by declaring not to be Fundamental, 
which 
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P.19,20,21, 


S. 16, 


P. 29, n, F. 


which all men grant no power of the Church can do, For the power of adding 
any thing contrary, and of detraing any thing neceſſary, are alike forbidden, 
and alike denyed., Now = lay, That all this is ſatisfied by the foreſaid 
diſtinion, of material and formal Objed; and you delire the Reader, to 


carry along with him this diſtin@ion of objectum materiale & tormale, ma- [je 


teria atteſtataz & authoritasatteſtantis, ad he will eaſely diſcover the ful. 
lacies of his Lordſhip s Diſcourſe, in this main Point of Controverſre, and ſolu 
all his difficulties ſupportegl by them. No doubt, an excellent Ammulct ty 
preſerve from the infeCtion of reaſon ! Bur it 1s your great mithap, that 
where you commend it ſo much, it doth you lo little lervice : For, let your 


diſtin&tion of formal and material Objef, be ſuppoſed as found and good, [ 
as I have ſhewed, it in your ſenſe, to be falſe and fallacious; yet it doth not © 


reach that part of his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe, which you apply it to. For, 


ſtill his reaſon is concluſive, though the neceſſity only be ſuppoſed to arile * 
from the Churches Authority, yet if it be in the power of the Church, to | 


make any thing neceſlary which was not, why may 1t not be equally in 
her power to make ſomething not neceſſary which was ? For, eithcr the 
grounds of the neceſſity of things to Salvation, doth depend on the Do- 


&rine of the Goſpel, as at firſt declared to the world, or it doth not. If it Þ 


doth, then it is not in the Churches Power to make any thing necellary, 
which was not made neceflary by it 3 it 1t doth not, then the Church 
may as well pretend to a power to make lomething not neceſſary, which 
was 3 as to make ſomething neceſlary, which was not. So that your di- 
ſtinCtion of Formal and Material Objed, ſignifies nothing at all here; only 
this is obſervable, that you make the Churches Definition to be the For- 
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mal0bjed of Faith here, which you very ſolemnly contradict afterwards, | 
(Chap. 5. $8. 4.) Andcan any thing be more evident from this Diſcourſe of ' 


yours, than that you make the laſt reſolution of Faith, as to the neceſ- 


ſity of things to be believed into the Churches Definition, as its Formal | 
Object? But this diſtinction with the grounds of it being removed in our | 


formcr Diſcourſe, I ſhall eaſe my ſelf and the Reader of any further la- 
bour in examining what follows in this Chapter, which depends wholly 


upon itz or elſe run out into the Churches Infallibility, the infallible Aſſent | 


requiſite to F aith, the Canon of Scripture, and our certainty of it, or the Au- 


thority of General Conncils:all which ſhall be tully and particularly examin- ! 


cd in their proper places. 


convenient place, 


There being nothing ſaid here, but what *- 
cither hath been anſwered already, or will be more at large in a more | 


The only things remaining then in this Chapter, which deſerve a fur- | 


ther diſcuſtion here, are the teſtimonies of Scot#s and S. Auſtin, and the 
Diſcourſes which depend thereon. For our better clearing the teſtimony 


of Scotus, in which you charge his Lordſhip with falſification, we muſt con- © 


ſider on what account, and for what purpoſes that teſtimony is produced. 


His Lordſhip had ſaid before, That Fundamentals are a Rock, immovable, 2 


and can never be varied; therefore what is Fundamental after the Church 
hath defined it, was Fundamental before the definition, and no Decrees j 
Conncils, how general ſoever, can alter immovable Verities wherefore, if the 
Church in a Conncil define any thing, the thing defined is not fundamental 
becauſe the Church hath defincd it, nor can be made ſo by the definition of the 


Church, if it be not ſoin it ſelf. For if the Church hath this power, ſhe might | 
make a New Article of Faith, which the learned among themſelves deny. For © 


the Articles of Faith cannot increaſe in ſubſtance, but only in explication: 
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For which he appeals to Bellarmin. Nor, faith he, Is this hard to be further N. » 


proved out of your own School. For Scotus profeſſeth it in this very particular 
of the Greek Church. If there be, ſaith he, 4 true real difference between the 
Greeks and Latins about the Point of the Proceſſzon of the Holy Ghoſt, then 


' either they or we be, vere haretici, truly and indeed Hereticks. Which he 


ſpeaks of the old Greeks long before any deciſion of the Church in this Contro- 
werſic. For he inſtances in $. Baſil, and Grey, Nazianzen, o# one ſide; and 
$. Jerome, Auguſtine, and Ambrole, or the other. And who dares call any 
of theſe Hereticks iis challenge £ That then which his Lordſhip proves by 
this teſtimony, is that the »atwreof Hereſie doth not depend on the Churches 
Definition, but on the Nature of the thing ;, for, according to. Scots, ante- 
cedently to the Churches Definition, if there had been any real ditterence 


between the Greeks and Latins one fide of them had been Hereticks, To Þ, Ky 


this-you anſwer, That hence it follows not, that Scotus thought they conld be 
Hereticks, unleſs they denyed or doubted of that which they had reaſon to be- 
lieve was revealed by God , But it only follows, that if they knew this (as 
thoſe learned Greeks had ſufficient reaſon to know it they might well be eſteent- 
ed Hereticks, before any ſpecial Declaration of the Church; although it be more 
clear, that he is an Heretick, who denies to believe that Dodfrine, after he 
confeſſes that it is defined by the Church. From which anlwer of yours, ſe- 
veral things are to our purpoſe obſervable. 1. That the Forzzal Reaſon of 
Hereſie, is,denying ſomething ſuppeſed to be of Divine Kevelation, 2. That 
none can reaſonably be accuted of Hereſte, but ſuch as have fufficient reafon 
to belicve that which they deny is revealed by God. 3. That none can be 
guilty of Hereſie, tor denying any thing declared by the Church; unlels they 
have ſufficient reaſon to believe, that whatever is declared by the Church, 
is revealed by God, Which unavoidably follows from the tormer, and 
therefore the Churches Definition cannot make any Hereticks, but ſuch as. 
have reaſon to believe that ſhe cannot erre1n her Defrnitions. From whence 
Proteſtants will be in leſs danger of Hereſiethan Papiſts, till you give us 
more ſufficient reaſons to prove, that whatever the Church declares, is cer- 
tainly revealed by God. And, although you tell us, 17en zrap be accounted 
Hereticks before they are condemned as ſuch by General Conncils, if they op- 
poſe the DoCtrine clearly contained in Scripture, or generally received by the 
Church 3 yet youtell us not,what the meaſures are, whereby we ought to 
judge what things are thus clearly contained in Scripture, or univerſally 
received; whether the Churches judgement muſt be taken, or every man's 
own judgement:ifthe former,the ground of Hereſee lyes ſtill in the Churches 
Definition, contrary to what Scot#s affirms; if the latter, then no one can 
be an Heretick, but he that oppoſeth that which he is or may be con- 
vinced, 1s clearly contained in Scripture, or generally received by the 
Church. If that which be is pſi Fs then no man 1s an Heretick, but he 
that goes againſt his preſent judgement, and. ſo there will be few Here- 
ticks inthe world ; 1f that which he may be convinced of , it muſt be un- 
derſtood either in bis own judgement, or yours; if in his own judgement, 
then a Heretick is one who diſlents to things raſbly, without uling means 
to inform himſelf: if in yours, why may not he fay, You may as well be 
convinced of the truth of that which he belicves, as he be convinced of the 
truth ofthat which you believe ; and ſo you may be a Heretick to him 
by the ſame realon that he is toyou. But you ſay further, That there are 
many things, which in themſelves are matters of Faith: yet ſo obſcure, in re- 
lation eſpecially to unlearned and particular perſors, that before the decree f 
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the Church, we are not Hereticks, though we ſhould either doubt of them, oy 
deny them : becauſe, as yet, there appears no ſufficient reaſon that can oblige 
vs to believe them ;, although, after the Definition of the Church, we ought as 
well to believe them as aiy other, But it is impoſſible to underſtand how 
there can be ſuch things which men might ſafely not believe,but upon the 


Defiriition of the Church they are bound to believe them necetlarily, un- : 1 


les it be clear to them, that the Church hath power to make obſcure 
things plain, and unneceflary things to become neceliary. For, ſuppoſe 
one of theſe obſcure things be this very Power of the Church in defining fuch 
things, while this remains ſo obſcure, you tell me, I may doubt or dif. 
believe it without Herefie, and whileI do fo, I may certainly doubt or 
diſbelieve all ſhe declates. But, by what means ſhall this thing become 
clear? muſt it be by the Churches defining it ? But that very Power of defi. 
7ing,is the thing in queſtion, and therefore cannot be cleared by it. And 
if there be any thing then ſo obſcure, that men may without fin doubt of 


it, or diſbelieve it, certainly the Churches Power in defining matters of | 
Faith, is ſuch; it being not capable, by any a(t of the Church, of being made *' 


bo clear, as to oblige men to belleve it. : 
But we muſt ſee how his Lordſhip hath wronged the Teſtimony of $co- 
tus : For firſt, ſtay you, He would perſwade his Reader, that this Author 
ſuppoſed a real difference between the Ancient Greek and Latin Fathers, about 
the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt: whereas Scotus declares, that there was no real 
difference between them : But doth his Lordſhip ſay, there was ? Goth he 
not exprelly cite Scotzs his teſtimony in an hypothetical manner; If there 
be a true real difference,@c. and it is evident from Scotws his words, that he 
oy | ſuppoſeth, If the difference had been real, that either 
Pareret uttgg tandem, ipſam coutrarietarem hy Greeks or Latins were truly Hereticks. And there- 
non eſſe yrraciter realem ſicut eft vocals, I” 
aloquin vel ipf Graci vel nes Latin fore you are guilty of a much greater injury to his 
Jun vere baretici. Scorus Diſt, 11.1.4. Tordſhip than he was to Scotzs. Again, you fay, 
q- 1, {c&, 2, a" | 
He wrongs him, in ſaying, That after the Churches De- 
finition, it becomes of the ſubſtance of Faith. Now, ſay you, Scotus hath mot 
P. 22223. oneword of the ſubſtance of Faith, much leſs of Fundamental, which he inpo- 
ſes preſently upon him, but ſages only thus, Ex quo Eccleſia declaravit hoc 
eſle tenendum, &c. tenendum eſt, quod Spiritus Sanctus procedat ab utro- 
que, Since the Church hath ſo declared, ſo it muſt be held, Sure you never 
expect to be believed, but by a very implicit Faith ; for if one doth but 
ofter to ſearch an Author, your Jugling becomes notorious. Had you the 
confidence to ſay, That Scot#s has not one word of the ſubſtance of Faith; 
I pray who made that, &*c. for you in the ſentence? If you did it your 
ſclt, you abuſe your Readers; if another did it for you, he abuſed you : 
For that very, @&c. leaves out thoſe words, ſict de ſubſtantia fider, and try 
if you can render thar otherwiſe, than as of the ſub- 
Qaicquid fit de tis ex quo Eccleſia (atlv- (Zane of Faith : to manifeſt your Forgery, the whole 
lica dciclarauit hoc efſe teaendum, fecut de 4 i? ; \ , 4 Ton 
ſubſtantia fidri, ſieut patet extra. de ſum. place is cited in the Margin. Is this your fidelity in 
Trin, & fide Cath. c. firmiter tenendum eft quoting Authors, even when you charge others with 
TD. Gan ances * «19%; wronging them ? It may be you will fay yet, That 
Scotws doth not ſay, it is to be held, ficut de ſubſtantia 
fidei, though it be declared by the Church to be ſo held ! But-what 
means then the ex quo, if men's Faith muſt not be guided by the Churches 
Declaration : for if it be therefore to be believed neceſlarily, becauſe de- 
clared by the Church, it muſt be believed as it is declared by the Church: 


If therefore the Church declares that it is to be held as of the fubſiance o 
Faith, 
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Faith, it ought to be held fo by ſuch as arc bound to believe it on the 
Churches Declaration. Beſides, you will not ſay, but that it was tobe 
believed before 3 now, what alteraticn 1s cauſed by the Declaration of 
the Church, but this, That which was beforeto be bclicved {1mply and in 
it ſelf, js now to be believed on the account of the Churches Declaration,as 
of the ſubſtance of Faith. And thus it is impoſhble to relieve your ſelf 
with your old ſhift of Material and Formal ObjedF, which you betake your 
ſelf ro. Thus ſtill we ſee you are that moſt unhappy perlon, who never 
begin a charge againſt your adverſary, bur it falls back moſt-unevitably 
upon your [zIE who ſo readily make uſe of forge11£s, to prove others 
guilty of them. Ts ad ie 
Lpon Scotws his mentioning the Chirrches Declaration, his Lordſhip in- 
quires, What this Declaration is, and how far it extends, For which, his 
Lordſhip faith, The Maſter teacheth, and his Scholars too, that every thing 
which belongs to the Expoſition or Declaration of another, intus eſt, is not 
another contrary thing, but is contained within the bowels and nature of 
that which is interpreted : from which, if the Declaration depart, it is faut- 
ty and erronious, becauſe, inſtead of declarine, it gives another and contrary 
enſe. Therefore when the Church declares any thing in Council, cither vhat 
which ſhe declares was intus, or extra; in the nature and verity of the thing, 
or ont of it. If it were extra, without the-nature of it ethirg declared, then 
the Declaration of the thing is falſe; and ſo, far from being Fundamental in 
the Faith. If it were intus, within the nature and compaſs of the thing, 
though not open and apparent to every cye ;, then the Declaration is true, but 
ot otherwiſe Fundamental then ihe thing is which is declared: for that 
which is intus, cantot be larger or deeper, than that inwhich it is; if it were, 
3t could not be intus. Therefore nothing is ſimply Fundamental, becauſe the 
Church declares it;, but becauſe it is ſo, in the nature of the thing which the 
Church declares, Tn anſwer to this, you ſeem more ingenuous than uſual z 
for you acknowledge, that his expreſſzon is learnedly ſolid and good : but 
yet you would ſeem to return ſome anſwer to this Argument,viz. That al- 
though there be no alteration in the nature of the Articles by the Churches De- 
elaration : yet this doth not hinder then from becoming Fundamental in that 
ſenſe in which we diſpute, 1. e. ſuch as cannot be denyed or doubted of under 
ain of dammation, although they were not thus Fundamental before the Decla- 
#ation, as not being ſo clearly propoſed to us, as that we were bound to believe 
ther, Neither doth this take away any thing fron their intus, or that Being 
which they had of themſelves; but only gives a certainty of their being ſo, and 
declares that they ought to be ſo quoad nos, as well as quoad le, and internal- 
ly. And itis noevaſion, but a ſolid diſtin@ian, that the Declaration of the 
Church varies not the thing init ſelf, but quoad nos in its reſped to us. The 
ſubſtance of your Anſwer lyes in this, That though the Church by her 
Declaration, doth not alter the nature of things, yet ſhe may, and doth, 
qgur Obligation to believe them; ſo that ſuch things which men might have 
been ſaved without belicving betore, when once the Church hath decla- 
red them, become neceſlary to be believed in order to Salvation. And 
yet you would not have this called zraking new Articles of Faith : But 
pray tell us, what you meanby Articles of Faith; arenot thoſe properly 
Articles of Faith,as diſtinct from Theological Verities,which are necellary to 
be believed by all 2 If therefore thoſe things which the Church declares, 
were before not nccetlary, and by the Churches Declaraticr dobecome 
neceliaryz than certainly thoſe things which were not 4rticles of Faith, 
L' do 
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do become Articles of Faith, and what then doth the Church by her 
Declaration, but make New Articles of Faith ? But, though you aſflert 
the thing, you like not the terms, becaule they do not ſound lo pleaſantly 
to the cars of Chriſtians, who believe all Obligation to Faith doth depend 
upon immediate Divine Revelation, Setting aſide therefore the 
terms, let us examine the thing, to ſee upon what giounds the Church 
can make that neceſlary to us, which was not in 1t ſelf. In which caſe 
the Obligation not ariſing from the neceſlity of the Matter 1n it ſelf to be 


believed. it isno otherwiſe intelligible, but that it muſt relalt from the be 


ſuppoſition of ſome Immediate Revelation, For nothing elſe can bind ug © 
toan Internal Affent, which you require asneceliary to the Churches De- 
finitions but that, unleſs you can ſhew how any Society of men confidered 
as ſuch, have power to oblige all other men to believe what they declare 
on pain of damnation for not doing it. I pray tell me, whether the Apoſtles 
themſelves had power to bind all Chriſt;ars to the beliet of ſomething as 
neceſſary, which the Spirit of God did not immediately reyeal to them to 
beſo? If not, what power can any Church have to doit, without a grea- 
ter meaſure of Ifallibility, than the Apoſtles ever pretended to? For, 
they never attempted to define any thing as neceſlary, which was ſuppo- 
ſed unneceſlary to be believed after the Do@rine cf the Goſpel was decla- 
red to the world. Before then you can per{wade us to believe that your 
Church can make any thing neceſſary, which was #ot ſo, you muſt prove an 
Abſolute Infallible Divine Aſſiſtance of God's Spirit with your Church, in 
whatever ſhe ſhall attempt to declare or define as matter of Faith. As for 
inſtance, Suppoſing it not neceſlary to Salvation in it ſelf to believe the 
Tramaculate Conception of the Virgin Mary, how is it poſſible to conceive, 
after your Churches Definition of it, it ſhould become neceſlary, unleſs it 
be ſuppoſed that there was an Immediate Divine Revelation, in that De- 
finition. For, nothing but Divize Authority commanding our Atlent, the 
ground of Faith muſt be reſolved into that 3 now in this caſe, beſides the 
Immcdiate Aflent to the thing declared as a truth, there is a diſtinCt Pro- 
poſition to be believed, which 1s, That what w.s not before neceſſary to be be- 
leved, doth now become neceſſary to be believed by all;, and thew us, either 
that there is Divine Revelation for this, or elſe excuſe us, that we cannot 
give an Internal Aſſent toit. For, we have not learnt to give an Allent of 
Faith to a meer humane Propoſition, or, inour $4vzonr s words, we call 
no man, Maſter upon Earth, 1o as to promile to believe it inthe power of 
any Church whatſoever,to make any thing neceſlary to be believed,which 
was not fo before. Hence it appears, that your Diſtinction of, zz: ſe,&* quoad 
205, 1s as infignificant, as your pretence of the Churches Power to define 
matters of Faith is preſumptuous and arrogant, being the higheſt degree 
of Lordig it over the Chriſtian world. | 
Why your Church may not as well declare ſomething not to be of 

Faith, which before was of Faith, as declare ſomething to be of Faith, 
which before was not of Faith, it is not eaſie to apprehend, it that thing 
might be ſuppoſed of Faith betore, without the Churches explicit Decla- 
ration. For in that caſe the Church would not ſo apparently contradict 
herſelf; for that Contradizon doth not lye in varying the reſpedts of 
things, but in one Declaration contradicting another, = otherwile.it is 
as great a contradiction to ſay, That ſomething which was not necelliary, 
is become neccilary ; as that a thing which was neceſlary, 1s become not 
nccellarv. Thcretoreif there be a contradiction in one, there i 1n = 
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other. If the Contradiction lyes in the Declaration, you muſt ſay, That 
nothing could be ſuppoſed neceſlary to be believed, but what was decla- 
red by the Chwrch to be fo, and as declared by the Church : which is a 
Province as difficult as neceſlary to be undertaken, to rid your hands of 
this difficulty. For otherwiſe, that Anſwer of yours cannot reach the 
Objection. Y : 

And now we come to that Teſtimony of S. Auguſtine, which was pro- 
duced to prove, That all Points defined by the Church are Fundamental : 
Which ſay, 1t is athing founded. An erring Diſputant Sg | 
3 to be born with in other Queſtions, not diligently di- Fonda te we 5, fndn hana 
geſted, not yet made firm by full Authority of the Church, , fis,xordumy leas eccl fie antoritete frma- 
there errour is to be born with: but it ought not to pro- #4164 ferendus eſt exror : non taxtium pro- 

; gredi debet ut tram Fundamentum: plum Ec 
ceed ſo farre, that it ſhould labour to ſhake the F OnNnAd CLE enerere moliatar, hone Gran oe 
t70r it ſelf of the Church. Now to this place his Lord- verb. Apoſtol. Tom.10.p.234. edir, Froben, 
ſhip anſwers. 1. He ſpeaks of a Foundation of Do- 9% | 
Frine in Scripture, not of a Church-Definition « This appears, faith he, For P-22:33-n. g, 

few lines before, he tells us, There was a Queſtion moved to 8. Cyprian, Whe- *+ 
ther Baptiſm was concluded to the eighth day, as well as Circumciſion £ and 2:0 
doubt was made then of the beginning of ſin; and that ont of this thing, about 
which no Queſtion was moved, that Queſtion that was made was anſwered, 
And again, that $. Cyprian took that which begawe in 4njwer from the Foun- 
dation of the Church to confirm a Stone that was ſhaking, Now S$.Cyprian in all 
the Anſwer that he gives, hath not one word of any Definition of the Church 
therefore ea res,that thing by which he anſwered.was a Foundation of prime and 
ſetled $cripture-Do@rine,zot any Definition of the Church:Thercfore that which 
he took out of theFoundation of the Church,to falten the Stone that ſhook, was not 
Definition of the Church, but the Foundation of the Church it ſelf, the Scripture 
upon which it is builded : as appeareth in the Milcvitane Councils ;, where the 
Ritle by which Pelagius was condemmed, js the Rule of Scripture. , Therefore 
8. Auguſtine goes on i2 the Jenofenſe that the Diſputer is not to be born any 
longer that ſhall endeavour to ſhake the Fonr:dation it ſelf upon which the whole 
Church is grounded. 2, His Lordthip anſwers, That. granting that the Churches 
Definition, was meant by $, Auſtin, yet it can ever follow out of any, or all 
theſe Circumſtances, that all Points defined by the Church are Fundamental, 
becauſe this Foundation may be upon Humane Authority; and that which fol- 
lows,only is, That things are not to be oppoſed,mhich are made firm by full Au- 
thority of the Church ;, but it cannot be thence concluded, They are therefore ” 
Kundamental in the Faith. This is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips Anlwer ****' 
to this place; which we muſt contider what you reply to, Firlt, you fay, 
That it cannot be doubted but that $.Auſtin's judgement was that all our Faith 
depended on the Authority of the Church, and therefore that he that oppoſeth 
himſelf againſt this, endeavoureth to ſhake and deſtroy the very ground-work, 
of all Divine and Supernatural Faith, This is a rare way of tilencing Ad- 
verlaries, by telling them, That cannot be doubted, which others can bo no 
reaſon at all to believe. As in this preſent caſe you, tell me, that cannot 
be doubted, which I utterly deny, viz. That S. Auſtins judgement was, 
that all our Faith depended on the Authority of the Church ;, and if all the 
proof you have for it, be only that well-known place, Ego verd Evangelio 
non crederexw, &c. Youſhall intime ſec, what an ill choice you made of 
tixing your proof wholly upon that.But whoever is never o little conver- 
lant in S.Auguſtiz's way of diſputing either againſt the Dozatiſts,Pelagiart, 
or Manichees, will find very little reaſon to doubt; but that he made the, 
Foundation 
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Impetremus bygo, f poſſumns, « fratribus M6 
$ nos inſuper appellent Hereticos 3 . 
quod eos talia diſpurantes nos oppellare poſ- ao not. Why was S. Auſtin {o {ſcrupulous of cal ling 


fimus ſorſitan, þ vellemus, ute tamen *ÞP* the Pelagians Hereticks, 1f he t ; 
Sellanns, Id. ib, the Pelagia cks, 1f he made the Definition of 


Foundation of Faith, to be God's Word, and not the Authority of the 
Church. Indeed S. Auſtin, by way of Preſcription, often makes uſe of © 
the Charches Authority, not where there hath been particular Definitions, 
but Univerſal Conjent, which he underſtands by the ſettlement, by ful 
Authority of the Church; but this he inſiſts not on as the ground of F aith, 
but to ſhew the unreaſonableneſs of mens oppoſing thoſe things which the 
Univerſal Church was agreed in, as in this Controverſic here diſputed b 
him concerning Original 831 in Infants, Therefore if T underſtand S. Ay- 
ſtzz in this place, he dothnot at all ſpeak concerning what is to be owned 
asa matter of Faith ſimply in it ſelf, but what the Churches Carriage to- 
wards Diflenters is. For after that Citation of S. Cyprian at the Conclu- 
fion of his Sermon, he addreſleth himſelf to the Pelagians, as his diflenti 
Brethren ; Therefore, faith he, Let ws, if poſſible, intreat this of our Bre. 
thren, That they would no longer call us Hereticks: be. 
cauſe we might as well call them ſo if we would, but we 


the Church the Foundation of Faith, and looked on 
this Controvecrſic as detined by full Authority of the Church £ And after, | 
ſpeakes of the Churches bearing with them ſtill, in order to their inſtruti- | 
on:though they were gone ſo far,that they were ſcarce tobe born with:;and 
that the Church exerciled great patience towards them; therefore intreats 
them not to abuſe this patiexce of the Church, but to be reformed, ſince 
they did exhort as Friends, and not contend as enemies. And fo brings 
in the former words, which I thus paraphraſe; 41 3s a thing tobe takes | 
for granted, that in diſputable Points, and ſuch as the Church hath not alwaies | 
been agreed in, diſſenters may be born with: but if dire and full oppoſition to 
the clear ſenſe of the Church ſhould ſtill be ſufſered, it would overthrow the very | 
Foundation of the Church it ſelf. And that this, and no other, is the plain 
and genuire meaning of S, Auſtiz, 1s evident to any one who impartially | 
confiders antecedentsa nd conſequents, and the natural ſenſe of the words 
themſclves. Before, he ſpake how far the Church had born with them + | 
in the words themſelves, he tells them, They muſt not expect the Church 
would alwaies bear with them, if they joyned Obſtiracy with their Er- 
rours for that would ruine the Chxrch, if ſhe continually ſuffered fuch | 
as violently oppoſed things contrary to her cleareſt ſenſe : and after tells 
them, This is not expedient : for hitherto, it may be, 


Non expedit : adlic ſort ape nou eft 1e® our patience is not to be found fault withall; but we x 
prebendenda patientia 3 Jee' deems umerey ng, 12 wiſe to fear, leſt we be blamed for our neeli- 


re clpetur etiam negligentta, 


gence « Which words immediately follow the former. t 
Ard is not this now a rare conſequence, If the Chrrch muſt not alwaies ] 
bear with ſuch as oppole her, then whatever is defined by the Church is 
Fundamental ? For it is moſt evident, S. Auſtiz {peaks not of the Churches 
Power, in defining mattersof Faith, but of the Churches proceeding with | 
obſtinate Hereticks. And therefore the Foundation ſpoken of, is not the | 
Foundation of her Belief, but of her Communion ; which the continual | 
bearigg with ſuch obſtinate perſons as the Telagians were, would in time 
overthrow. The want of underſtanding this to be S. Angnſtine's mean- | 
ing, hath made you ſpend many words to very little purpole, ſuppoſing 
all along that he ſpeaks of the Churches Definition,and not her proceedings. 

Your Reply to his Lordthips ſccond Anſwer, runs upon the ſame miſtake, 

that he ſpcaks of Shaking the Foundation of Faith, whereas I have al- | 
ready 
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ready ſkewed, that he ſpeaks of no ſuch thing, and therefore that, as 
well as the former Anſwer, fall to the ground together, being both buile 
on the lame miſtaken Foundation. 
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The Abſurdities of the Romaniſts Doftrine of Fundamentals. 


The Churches Authority muſt be Divine, if whatever ſhe defines be Fundanien- 
tal. His Lordſhip, and not the Teſtimony of $. Auguſtine, ſhamefully abuſed, 
three ſeveral wayes, Bellarmine not miſ-cited; the Pelagian Hereſie con- 
demned by the General Conncil at Epheſus. The Pope's Authority not im- 
plyed in that of Councils, The groſs Abſurdities of the diſtintion of the 
Church teaching and repreſentative, from the Church taught and diſſuſtoe, 
in the Queſtion of F undamentals. The Churches Authority and Teſti- 
monyin matters of Faith, diſtinguiſhed. The Teſtimonies of Vincentius 
Lerinenſfis explained, and ſhewed to be direFly contrary to the Roman Do-» 
trine of Fundamentals. Stapleton and Bellarmine not reconciled by the 
vain endeavours uſed to that end. 


'T% main Doftrine of Fundamentals being inthe foregoing Chapter 
ſetled and cleared, what remains of that tubject will be capable of 
a quicker diſpatch. The ſcope of this Chapter, is, to afloil thoſe difficul- 
tics, which your dofrine of Fundamentals is ſubject to. What little 
footing that hath in the place of S. Angſtine, was the laſt thing diſcuſſed in 
the preceding Chapter”, and therefore mult not be repeated here. His 
Lordſhip urgeth this reaſon why S. Anguſtize, or any other reaſonable man 
could not believe, that whatever is defined by the Church is Fundanen- 
talin the Faith ;, becauſe full Church- Authority (alwaies the time that inclu- 
ded the Holy Apoſtles being paſt by, and not comprehended in it )js but Church- 
Authority ;, and Church- Authority, when it is at full Sea, is not ſimply divine; 
therefore the ſentence of it not Fundamental in the Faith, To this you ve- 
ry wiſely and learnedly anſwer; 7 will not diſpute with his Lordſhip, whe- 
ther it be,or no, becauſe it 3s ſufficient that ſuch Aiithority be infallible. For 
if it be infallible, it cannot propoſe to us any thing as revealed by God,but what 
is ſo revealed. So that to diſpute againſt this Authority, is in effed to take away 
all Authority from divine Revelation ;, we having no other abſolute certain- 
ty, that this or that js revealed by God, but only the Infallbility of the Church 
propoſing, or atteſting it unto us as revealed, Whemce alſo it follows, that to 
doubt, diſpute againſt, or deny any thing that js propoſed by the Infaliible Au- 
thority of the Church, is to doubt, diſpute againſt, and deny that which js 
Fundamental in Faith, His Lordſhip denies the ſentence of the Church 
to be Fundamental inthe Faith, becauſe zot Divine ;, you dare not fay, 
It is D-/v7ze, but contend that it is Infal/ible, and from that Infallibility 
infer, That /Ytoſoever denies the Churches Tifallibility, muſt deny ſome- 
thing Fundamental in the Faith.becauſe we can have no other abſolute certain- 
ly that any thing is revealed by God, but onlyfrom the Chnrches Infallibility, 
So that your Whole proot reſts upon a very rotten and uncertain Foun- 
dation, 222, that all certainty in matters of Faith, doth depend upon the 
Chnrebes Infallibility; the falſhood and unrealonablenels of which prin- 
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ciple, will at large be diſcovered inthe ſucceeding Controverſie. And if 
this fails, then the denial of the Churches Infallibility doth not infery 
the denial of any thing Fundamental in the Faith, becauſe men may he 
certain of all Fundamentals, without believing this Infallibility. But 


further owned to be Div7ze, than as it is Infallible. 1 pray, acquaint ug 


with theſe rare Arts of diſtinguiſhing between an Authority D7vine and F 
Infallible, when the ground of that 1nfalibility, is the —_— of ſome. © 
ible Ajſiſt ance of 
God's Spirit. Is that Aſſiſtance Infa//ible too, but not Divine # It it be | 
Divine, as well as infallible, how comes that Infallib:lity which flows trom © 
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it not to be Divine, when the caule of it was ſimply and abſolutely (<} ! | 


thing properly and ſimply Divize, which 1s the 1nfa 


Beſides, what Tnfallible Authority is that which makes all its Definition; 


Fundamental, and yet isnot in it ſelf Divine? From whence comes any Þ 
thing to be Fundamental? You tell us your ſelf, as it is known tobe revealed © 
by God. And can any thing be known to be revealed by God, but by an ! 

Anthority Divine © eſpecially on your principles, who make all certainty | 
of knowing it to depend on that Churches Authority ? It fo, then ſince | 
© the Churches ſentence makes things become matters of Faith, ſome thingy © 


may become matters of Faith, which have no Divine Authority for them, 


But this excellent and ſubtle diſtinction between Drvine and Infallibl: © 


Authority, we ſhall have occafionto examine afterwards. And therefore 
which only acquaints us 
than you do; and that to doo, 1s to be a great Divine. And it Stapleton 


be one of theſe, we are not much offended at it ; and ſo far we will take 
the Teſtimonies which you produce out of him. That which next 


follows depends upon the proof of the Infalibility of General Councils, | 


which when you have ſufficiently cleared, we will believe, that there can 
be no plain Scripture, or Evident Reaſon againſt any of their Definitions, 
but till then we muſt believe there may be room for both. 


Your next Sedion promileth to ſhew us a ſhameful abuſe of $. Aug | 
ſtine's Teſtimony, ithree ſeveral waies ;, But, if it appears, that not one f | 
thoſe waies will hold, then it only follows, that ſo many waies you have | 
abuſed his Lordſbip, and not he S. Auguſtine, His Lordſhip having affirmed, * 
That plain Scripture with evident ſenſe, or a full demonſtrative Arguzent, 


muſt have room, where a wrangling and erring- Diſputer may not be allowed 


it. And there's neither of theſe but may convince the Definition of the Council, | 
if it be ill founded.Ovcr againſt theſe words he cites that ſentence of S.Av- ©. 
ſtin; ns quidem ſi tam manifeſia monſtratur, ut in dubinum venire non pſ- | 
ſit, preponenda eſt omnibus illis rebus, quibus in Catholica teneor, Tta ſi ali-| 
quid apertiſſmmnm in Evangclio,&c.The plain meaning of which words ofsS. 
Auguſtine, is, That evident Truth is to be preferred before all Church- Authority: | 


Now a threefold Exception you take to his Lordihips inſiſting on this Te- 
ſtimony. 1. That g. Auſtin ſpeaks not either of plain Scripture, or evident 


ſenſe, or of a full demonſtrative Argument ; but addreſſing his ſpeech to the | 
Manicheans, he writes thus, —_ vos autem ubi nhil horum eſt quod * 
onat vcritatis pollicitatio (and then follow | 


me invitct ac tencat, ſola per 
the 


. 


yet, ſay you, There is no nece(ſity of aſſerting Church- Authority to be Divine, th 
but only to be infallible, in order to the making what ſhe defines to be Fundy. 
mental. A rare and excellent piece of your old Theological Reaſon ; a; 
though any thing could be any further Infa/ible thanit is Divine, or any 
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it is well you tell us, Notwithſtanding that Infallible and Divine, ſeem ta | 
' mnanygreat Divines to be terms convertible, 
with thus much, that there are ſome men who underſtand things better | 
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the words cited by the Biſhop) quz quidem {1 tam maniteſta monſtratur ; 
where it is plain quz, which is relative only to Truth, and not to Scripture, or 
any thing elſe. A wonderful abuſe of S. Auſtin to make him parallel plaize 
Scripture, evident ſenſe, or a full Demonſirative Argument with Truth / 
As though if evident 7 ruth were more prevalent with him than all thoſe: 
Arguments which held him inthe Catholrck, Church, plain Scripture, evi- 
dent Senſe, or Demonſtrations would not be ſo too. What Truth can be 
evident, if it be not one of theſe three? Do you think, there is any other 
way of manifeſting Tr#th,but by Scripture, Senſe or Demonſtration® if you 
have found]|out other waies,oblige the world by communicating them;but 
till then, giveus leaveto think, that it 1sall one to lay, Manifeſt Truth, as 
plain Scripture, evident Senſe, or clear Demonſtrations. But, lay you, 
He ſpeaks only of that Truth which the Manichees bragged of, and promiſed c 
As though S. Auſtin would have been perlwaded ſooner as it came from 
them, than as it was Truth in it ſelf. I ſuppoſe, S. Auſtin did not think theit 
Teſtimony ſufficient, and therefore ſayes, &u& quidem ſt tam manifeſt a 
monſtratur, &c. i.e. If they could make that which they faid, evident 
to be Truth, he would quit the Church, and adhere tothem: and if this 
holds againſt the Marichees, will it not on the ſame reaton hold every 
where elſe, 212. That manifcſt Truth is not to be quitrted on any Autho- 
rity whatſcever ? which is all his Lordſh7p aflerts. 
But, Tow offer to prove, that $. Auſtin, by Truth, could not mean plain 
Scripture 3 But can you prove, that by Truth, he did not mean Trath, 
whercever he found it, whether in Scripture, or cl{ewhere ? Ns, lay you, 
It cannot be meant, that by Truth. he ſhould mean plain Scripture, in oppoſition 
to the Definitions of the Catholick Church, or General Councils ; For which, 
you give this Realon, becauſe he ſuppoſes it impoſſible, that the DoFrine of 
the Catholick Charch, ſhould be contrary to Scripture: for then men, according 
to $. Auſtin, ſhould not believe infallibly, either the one or the other, Not 
the Scriptures, becauſe they are received only upon the Authority of the Church; 
nor the Church, whoſe Authority is inſtinged by the plain Scripture which zs 
brought againſt her. For which you produce a large citation out of S. 
Auſtin, to that purpoſe. But the Anſwer to that is eafie. For, S. Auſtin, 
when he (ſpeaks of Church-Authority, qua infirmats jam nec Evangelio 
credere potero; he doth not inthe leaſt underſtand it of any Definitions 
of the Church ; but of the Univerſal Tradition of the Catholick Church 
concerning the Scriptures from the time of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, And 
what plain Scriptures thoſe arc ſuppoſable, which ſhould contradid& ſuch 
a Tradition as this is, 1s nct caſic tounderſtand. But the caſe is quite 
otherwile as to the Ckurches Definitions; for neither doth the Authority 
of Scripture at all reſt upon them ; and there may be very well ſuppoſed 
ſome plain Scriptures contrary to_ the Churches Definitions, unlels it be 
proved, that the Church is abſolutely Infallible, and the very proof of that 
depending on Scripture, there muſt be an appeal made to plain Scripture, 
whether the Churches Definitions may not be contradicted by Scriptare, 
When therefore you ſay, This is an impoſſible Suppoſition, that Scripture 
ſhould contradidt the Churches Definitions, like that of the Apoſtle, If an 
Angel rom Heaven teach otherwiſe, let him be atcurſed, Gal. 1. You muſt 
owe it as Impoſſible for the Church to deviate from Scripture in any of 
er Definitions, 4s for an Angel to preach another Goſpel, which will be the 
braver attempt, becauſe it ſcems to little befriended either by ſenſor rea- 
fon, But, ſay you, Tf the Church may bs an erring Definer,T would gladly uy 
M why 
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why Jo erring Diſputer may not oppugn her. That which you would fg 


Jadly know, is not very difficult to be reſolved, by any one who under. 
{tands the great difference between yielding an Internal Aſſent to the De. 


finitions of the Church, and ; wy oppoſing them z for it only follows from 


the poſſibility of the Chwrches Errour 1n defining, that therefore we © 
ought not to yield an abſolute Internal Aſſent to all her determinations, | 
but muſt examine them by the beſt meaſures of Truth, in order to our 
full Aſlent to them : but though the Church may erre, it doth not there- 
fore follow, that it is lawful in all caſes, or for all perſons, to oppugn her F 
Definitions, eſpecially if thoſe Definitions be only in order to the Churches | 
Peace : but if they be ſuch as require Internal Aſlent to them, then plain |! 
Scripture, evidence of Senſe, or clear Reaſon, may be ſuthcient cauſe to * 
hinder the ſubmitting to thoſe Definitions. 

2. You tell us, That his Lordſhip hath abuſed $. Auſtin's Teſtimony, be- 
cauſe he ſpeaks not of the Definitions of the Church, in matters not Funds | 
mental, according to the matter they contain; but the Truth mentioned ly 
him was Fundamental in its matter. This isthe ſubſtance of your ſecond * 
Anſwer,which is very rational and prudent, being built on this ſubſtantial * 
Evidence. If S. Auſtir doth preferr manifeſt Truth betore things ſuppo- | 
ſed Fundamental in the matter, then no doubt S. Auſtiz would not preter © | 
manifeſt Truth, before things ſuppoled not-Fundamental in the matter, 
And do not you think this enough to charge his Lordſhip with ſhametully 
abuſing S. Auſtiz £ But certainly, if S. Auſtiz preterred manifeſt Truth 
betore that which was greater, would he not do it before that which © 
was incomparably leſs? If he did it before, all thoſe things which kept 
him in the Catholick Church, ſuch as the conſent of Nations, Miracles, Uni- | 
verſal Tradition, which he mentions before ; do you think he would have | 
ſcrupled to have done it, as to any particular Definitions of the Church ? 
Thelc arc therefore very excellent waies, of vindicating-the Fathers Te- 
ſtimonics, from having any thing of ſenſe or reaſon in them. 

3. You ſay, He hath abuſed S. Auſtin, by putting in a wrangling Diſputer: 
But I wonder where his Lordſhip ever ſayes, that S. Anſtiz mentions any |. 
ſuch in the Teſtimony cited. For his words are theſe. But plain Serv 
pture, with evident Senſe, or a full Demonſtrative Argument muſt have room, 
where awrangling and erring Diſputer may not be allowed it. And there's 
neither of theſe ( over againſt theſe words, he referrs to S. Anſtin's Teſti- 
mony, and not the foregoing) but may convince the Definition of the Coun- | 
cil, if it beill founded, When you therefore ask, Where the wranglin 
Diſputer js to be found ;, had it not been for the help of this Cavil, we 
might have been to fecek for him. But when you have becn enquiring for 
him, at Jaſt you cry out, ew, 0þ! 7 fee now: And you are the fittelt 
man to find him out that I know. You ſay, This is done to diſtinguiſh hin © 


from ſuch a Diſputer as proceeds ſolidly and demonſtratively againſt the De © 


finitions of the Church, when they are ill founded ; which $, Auſtin is ſo fa | 
from ſuppoſing that one may do, that he judges him a mad man, who diſpute | 
agair.ſt azy thing qued univerla Ecclelia ſentit; and that they have hearts, 
not only of Stone,but even of Devils,who reſiſt ſogreat a manifeſtation of Truth, | 
as is made by an Oecumenical Council, for of that he ſpeaks. Your delign is, 
to prove, that S. Auſtiz doth not admit of any plea from Scripture, Senſe 
or Keaſor, againſt any Definitions of the Church, tor which you firſt pro- 
duce that known place in which $. Aſtin accounts it madneſs to oppok 
the univerlal practices of the Church, which will hold for your purpole. 
as 
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fr asrites and matters of Faith, have any Analogy with each other ; 
your latter Teſtimony ſcems more to the purpole to all perſons who do 


not examine it, and to none elſc. For, although you ſecmed yery 
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careful to prevent any examination of the'place by a falle citation ,of 


Epiſs. 153. for 152. yct that hath not hindered my diſcovering your frazd, 
in allerting, that S. Aſtin there (peaks of an Vecumenical Conncal, For 
there is not ſo much as any thing like 1t in that Epiſtle,  T acknowledge 
thoſe words to be found there which you produce, Nul/a exiuſatio jan 
remanſit : niminum dura, nimiun diabolica ſunt hominum corda, que adhuc 
tante manifeſtationi veritatis obſiſtunt. But there needs uo more to con- 
fute themoſt of your Teſtimonies out of the Fathers, but to mention the 
occaſion of their being produced, or the {cope and delign of the Authors, 
as is moſt evident in this place. For this Epiſ#le is written in the name of 
Silvanus, Valentinus, Aurelius, Innocentins, Maximinus, Optats, Auguſti- 
24s, Donatus, and other Biſhops, tor latisfaction of the Donatiſts concerning 
the proceedings at the Council of Carthage; For the Domatiſt Biſhops be- 

ing therein batted, had difperled among their Proſe/ytes many falle ry- 

mours of that Coxrc:l, and of their being circumvented by their Caths- 

lick Adverſaries. To diſprove which in this Epiſtle, they firſt ſhew the 

fraud and falſitic of the Donatiſts, and then the Integrity of their own pro- 

ceedings, by the choice of {cyen perions on either lide, who ſhould ſpeak 

in behalf of the reſt ; and ſeven others as Counlellors to them 5 and four 

Notarics on either ſide, and four other perlons who thould keep the Ke- 

cordsto prevent all fraud. Belidcs all this; every one was to ſubſcribe 

in his own words, that no man might complain that any thing was cor- 

rupted afterwards; which things. being diſperſed, while the perſons 

themſelves lived, there was no probability Poſterity ſhould be deceived 

in the report of them. And then follow thoſe words; That no excuſe 

hath now been left, but that their hearts are too hard and diabolical, who could 
gainſay ſo clear a manifeſtation of Truth, 1s it not now a rare conſequence 

from hence to inferr, That it 1s not lawful upon any ground of Scripture, 

Senſe or Reaſon, to diſpute the Definitions of General Councils * Whereas 

no ſuch thing was ever mentioned as a Gexeral Cornncil, as appears by the 

very next words, where hc ayes expreſly, it was only a Council of Aﬀri- 

can Biſhops; and elſewhere S. Auſtin tells the Doxatiſts, that they never 

durſt appcal toa Gereral Council. And ſuppoſing the 
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Council never ſo Oecumenical, he mentions nothing of 
theDefinitions of it, but the manner of its proceedings. 
| So that the greateſt Truth hereby manifeſted, is,your 
deſign to abulc his Lordſhip and the Reader together. 


ant LE Ea 


feceriat, probent, Nos ea:m non fallum ſe fa ils probamus, ex co quod totus' 8: bis non iis communica. Aug, Epilt, 163, 


Since you dilown the diſtinction of things, being Fundamental in the 
matter and in the manner, Þ (hall not trouble you with ſhewing you the 
weakneſs of it : but it were ealic to manifeſt it as goud as that you em- 
brace of the xraterial and formal Obje, which hath ben ſutficiently re- 
tuted 1n the precedent chapter, and I havenoleilure tor repetitions. 

His Lordthip endcavouring further to ſhew, U# hat little Foundation your 
Dofltrine of Fundamentals hath in the forecited place of $. Auguſtine ; wrgeth 
this as an Argument againſt it, That if all Foints defined by the Church, are 
therefore Fundamental, becauſe that is not to be ſhaken, which is ſetled by 
full Authority of the Church ;, then it wut follow, That the Point there ſpokew 

M 2 | 


Ecce putemus illos Epiſcopos qui Rome jus 
dicarunt,aon bonas pudices fuiſſesreſtabat ad» 
bac plenarium Eccleſie umwirſe Concilium, 
ubt etians cam ipſis j1disibus cauſa poſſet 
ag:tart, nt fs male judicaſſe convitti eſſent, 
eorum ſcnteatie ſolverentre Yurd utrum 
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of., the remiſſion of Original Sin, in the Baptiſm of Infants, was defined when g, © 
Auguſtine wrote this, by a full ſentence of a General Council, You deny * 
the Conſequence ; for, ſay you, By Authority of the Church you mean (and © 
P,32.h.: myt unproperly) the Church generally praiſing this DoGrine, and defining it | 
in a National Council confirmed by the Pope, For this was plena authoritag f 
Eccleſiz, though not pleniflima ; and to diſpute againſt what was ſo praiſed © 
and defined, is, in $. Auguſtine'sſenſe, to ſhake the Foundation of the Church, 
if not wholly to deſtroy it. , It ſeems a little hard to underſtand what you 
mean by the Churches being (not unproperly) ſaid to prafiſe this Dodrine 
What,did the Church practiſe the DoG@rine of the remiſſron of Original Sin Þ 
in Infants 2* That a C #rch ſhould praCtiſc a matter of Faith, ſeems a little * 
wonderful; but that it ſhould do this and that ot m"eey, increaſeth * 
the admiration. And we might think it a peculiar priviledge belonging * 
to your Church, but that ſhe 1s not ſo much uſed to praGiſe things more ca- 
pable of it. And can you think it enough to run us down, by tclling us, 
That the Pope, with a National Conncil, hath defined it, unleſs you firſt 
prove, that the Pope, and a National Council, have as much authority as 
a General Council, which you pretend to be infallible ; and if a Natzonal * 
Council with the Pope be ſotoo , I wonder to what end Gemeral Conncils | 
arecver call'd, ſince the Intallibility may be had at a much chcaper rate. ' 
And by theſame reaſon you make National Conncils Infallible, you may 
do Provincial, if the Pope concurrs with them 3 and, by the lame reaſon, 
the Coledge of Cardinals may be Infallible without any of them, becaule of 
the Pope's concurrence with them. And lo, all this buſineſs ot Concrls, is 
but a formal piece of Fageantry, ſince all the Infal/ibility they have by this 
pretence, is cenferred by the Pope in his concurrence; whole Infallibility 
doth not depend on the preſence of a Conncil;, and therefore he muſt be 
as Infallible without a Conncil, as with it. So that at laſt this Diſcourſe 
comes to this 1{}ue, He that ſhakes the Pope's Infallibility, ſhakes the Founda- 
tion of the Church: and — but this to have been S. Auguſtine's mcan- * 
ing, you will highly advance the intereſt of your cauſe, | 
$. 5. But, whatever S. Anſtiz's meaning be, you think your ſelf cngaged to 
vindicate Be//armine, who, his Lordſhip had ſaid, was decerved, in ſaying, 
That the Pelagian Hereſite was never condemned in an Oecumenical Conncil, 
but only in Nationals. For, faith he, While the Pelagians ſtood out inipu- 
dently againſt National Councils, ſome of them defended Neſtorius,. which 
gave occaſion to the firſt Epheſine Conncil,to excommunicate and depeſe them. 
P. 33.n3. To whichyouanlwer. 1. 7 7s not credible, that Bellarmine, who writ ſo | 
much of Controverſie, ſhould not have read that Conncil;, nor can there be my * 
ſuſpicion of his concealing the matter, had he found it there, &c. and there- | 
fore you ſuſpend your Aſſent till the Council s words be produced. 2. You tell 
us, That it is not enough to prove that Pelagianiſm was condemned Ly a Ge- | 
neral Council, becauſe ſome who were Pelagians were : but, ſay you, They © 
were condemned not for Pelagianiſm, but Neſtorianilm, and therefore his | 
Lordſhip ſhoots wide of the mark, Your Argument from Bel/armine will 
have no great force with them, who ſee no reaſon to admire his tidelity; * 
and they who enquire into the matter of fact, inthe preſent debate, will 
have caule to ſuſpect it, The ſhort account whereof is this. Atter that 
qulianus, Florus, Orontins, Fabixs and others, had been depoſed and ba- 
niſhed in the eſter Churches, for the Pelagian Hereſie, they tiy to Conſtan- 
tinople, and ſhroud themſclves under the protection of Neſtorivs the Pa- 
*riarch there, who ſecretly favoured them, and writ ſeveral Letters to 


Pope 
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Pope Celeſtine im behalf of them : who is ſuppoſed to have received his 
Doctrine of the perſon of Chriſt from the Pelagians, But when he ſaw 
that no good was to be done by thele Letters, but by the daily ſpreading 
of Neſtorianiſm, the Emperonr was forced to ſummon a Conncil at Fphe- 
ſas, 4.D. 431. The Pelagians accompany Neſtorizs thither, and joyn with 
Johannes Antiochenus, and his party, in oppoſition to the $y0d, But the 
Conncil underſtanding the proceedings which had been in the Weſter 
Churches againſt the Pelagians, ratihes and confirms their depoſition, as 
appears by the Synodal Epiltle of the Council to Pope Celeſtine, which is 
extant in the As of the Epheſine Council: and in the Epiltles of Cyril of 
Alexandria. And beſides this, ſome of the Canons of that Comnncil, do 
equally concern Celeſtius and Neſtoriws ; the firſt Canon decreeing as well 
the favourers of Celeſtizs as Neſtorizs to be excommunicate; and the fourth 
dereeing the —— of all ſuch who ſhould embrace cither of them, 
And therefore it is truly ſaid by Jarſenizs, that 


: ' Paulo poſt enix, lefizs Commentariu Rome ſub C2+ 
the Felagian Hereſie, and the Biſhops who favou- leſtino coaſcriptss, & hereſis pſa Pelzgiana, & aus 


red it, were again condemned by an Oecumenical thores, fautoreſs. <5us epiſcopi, ab O*camenica Syae- 
Conncil. And thence Proſper in the Epitaph of do tterum coademnati ſunt, Janſenius de hareſ, 


: Pelag, lib. x p. 31. 
the Neſtorian and Pelagian Hereſies, as he makes $119. 1 p31 


the Neſtorian only an Off-ſpring of the Pelagian 5 Neſlo-t1aa lues ſucceſſs Pelagiane, 


- 6 , / 1 ( ” 
ſo he makes both of them to all, and be con- FF ceo me Parry at, monty 
demned together. From whence it appears, ta voteas erum ſurgere, bis cecidit 


that the Pelagians were not condemned in the Mecwn oricur, mecum moritur, mecemy, ſepulchik 


Epheſine Council mecrly tor Neſtorianiſm, but tor 


Latrat, & inferns carcers ima ſubit. 


their u- and peculiar ſentiments ; the for- Proſper in Epitaph. Neſtor, 


mer depoſition of them being ratified by the & Pclag, hzreſ, 


Council, and a new Canon made to that purpole for the future. And now 
let the Reader judge whether his Lord(hip or Bel/armine were herein the 
more miſtaken. 

His Lordſhip adds ; ; Arm! Hereſie were condemned only by a National 
Conncil, then the full Authority of the Church here, is no ntore than the full 
Authority of this Church of Atrick. And T hope, faith he, That Authority doth 
doth not make all Points defined Ly it to be Fundamental, Ton will ſay, Tes : 
if that Council be confirmed by the Pope. And then I muſt ever wonder, why 
S$, Auguſtine ſhould ſay, The full Authority of the Church; and not beſtow one 
word upon the Pope, by whoſe Authority only that Council, as all other, havc 
their fulneſs of Authority in your judgement. An inexpiable Omſion ;, if this 
Do@rine concerning the Pope were true, Tothis you anſwer, That there was 
n0 need of any ſpecial mention of the Pope, in ſpeaking of the Anthority of the 
Church ;, becauſe his Authority is alwaies chiefly ſuppoſed, as being Head of the 
whole Church, But by whom was this ſuppoſed ? by you, or by S. Augaſtine 2 
Can you prove that'S. Anſtiz, or any of the African Fathers did ever ſup- 
pole any ſuch thing, that the Fope being Head of the Church, his Authori- 
ty is chictly ſuppoſed in the Ads of National Conncils * Where was the 
uppoſal of this Authority in the Diſpute between the African Fathers,and 
the Popes, inthe cale of Appeals £ Thele are ſuppoſitions, only to be cb- 
truded upon 1gnorant Newices 3 and fuch, who look no further into 4- 
tiquity, than the Implicit Faith in their Przeſts will give them leave. But 
what a ſtranger to all true Antiquity this ſuppolition cf the Pope's being 
Head of the Church, is, we {hall ice abundantly, when we come to the Con- 
troverlice of the Pope's Authority, Yet granting the Suppoſition true 


(than which nothing can be more falſe) when the main ſtrength lyes not. 
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in the bare Definition of a National Council, which you grant of it {clf hath 
not full Authority, but in the confirmation of that Deciſion by the Pope 
which makes that Arthority full, which was not ſo before; Was it not ne- 
celJary to declare, that the Pope did concurr to the giving it fall Authority, 
which without 1t could not be had © You do not lay, That a4 National 
Councils have this full Authority, not being confirmed by the Pope ; if there- 
fore S. Auguſtine deſigned to ſhew that Conncil to have fall Authority , the 
only way.to prove it, wagto produce the Pope's Confirmation of it; which 
cannot therefore be otherwiſe looked on, than as an inexprable Onriſſwn, 
if your Docttine be true ; for he left out that which was only pertinent 
and material to the buſineſs. Your parallel between S. Auſtiz and your 
ſelf (which isa very worthy one) in leaving out the mention of the Pope's 
Authority when it is underſtood, will then hold when you produce ag 
great evidence that S. Auſtin was a Jeſurt, as we have from your prin- 
ciples that you are. When you give as manifeſt proof, that the Pope's 
Power is necellary to all Definitions of Conncils, as there is in our Laws 
for our Kitgs allenting to As of Parliament ; we may give you leave 
to parallel the Omiſſion of the expreſs mention of one with the other, If the 
Definitions of Ancient Coxncils did run in the name of Pope and Coirncrl, 
as our Ac s of Parliament, in the name of the King, and both Houſes, we 


might eaſily fay, the Authority of them came from the Pope, as of theſe ' 


from the Kg; but there is nothing of that nature, but much of the con- 
trary, as will appear in due time. When you therctore prove that the 
Pope's Power is implied, though it be not menticned, you muſt prove it 
by ſome evident Confeſſion, that no Authority of a Conncil was full, unleſs 
the Pope concurred with it : elſe you may as well ſay, That the great 1o- 
gl hath no full Authority to decree any thing without the Fope's conſent ; 
tor] dare ſay, There is no denial of it 1n any of his Laws. And yet, that 
is more than can be ſaid here, for we have ſufficient teſtimony from the re- 
cords of that age, That the Pope's Authority was not ſuppoſed necciiary 
to Councils, from his being Head of the Church. What tollows p. 34.n. 5, 
6. depends wholly upon the otten-mention'd diſtinction of the Formal 
and Material Obje& ot Faith 3; the foundation of which, having been al- 
ready removed, whatever you offer to build upon it, muſt ot neceſlity 
fall to the ground ; but I ſhall not tollow your 11] example, iz making te- 
dious Repetitions, and then cry out, Tor are forced to it, 
His Lordſhip urgeth further, from the Romaniſts DoFrine of Fundamen- 
tals, That the Churches Definition, mnſt be the Churches Foundation. His 


words are; Beſides, whatſoever is Fundamental in the Faith, is Funda- © 
mental to the Church, which is one by the Unity of Faith : Therefore, if every | 


thing defined by the Church be Fundamental in the Faith, then the Churches 
Definition, is the Churches Foundation. And ſo, upon the matter, the Church 


can lay her onn Foundation, and then the Church wnſt be in abſolute and ' 
perfe&t Bcing, before ſo much as her Foundation is laid, Towhich you an- | 
ſwer ; But what Abſjurdity is it to grant, That the Definition of the Church ' 
teaching, is the Fonndaticn of the Church taught © or, the Definition of the * 


Church repreſentative, is the Foundation of the Church diffuſrve © 1 pray, in- 
form us whether this Church teaching and repreſenting, be the ſame Church 
with the Church taught and diffuſrve, or one ditterent from it : If it be dif- 
ferent, it muſt have a diticrent Foundation, and ſo muſt be fandamentaly 
different ; it it be the lame, then the Church wat ſtill lay its own Founda- 
tions for whatever becomes Fundamental by the Definition - jay 
Church, 
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” Church,js, I ſuppoſe, to be believed as necetlary, z. e. Fundamental, by the 
f Church teaching and repreſenting, as well as tanght and difiuſroe. Unleſs 
b you think thoſe who decree things, to be believed by all in order toſa]- 
vation, do exclude themſelves out of that number 3 and therctore, though 
it be necellary for all others to believe it, it 1s ſtill indifferent tor them, 
whether they will believe it or no. And theretore, were I of your 
Church, 1 (ſhould heartily wiſh my ſelf of the teaching and repreſentative 
Church ; forthen others might goto He/ tor not believing that, which I 
might chuſe whether I would or no. What an excellent invention this 
is, to make the Pope and Cardinals goto Heaven, though they be Atheiſts 
and Infidels ? For, you tell us, we can have no aſſurance of any matter 
of Faith, but from the 1»fal/ibility of your Church; this Infallibility lyes 
not in the taught and difſuſtve, but in the teaching and repreſentative Church; 
and this diſtinction here ſuppoles, that what 1s made the Foxndation of the 
*  , Church tanght, is not the Foundation of the C:xrch teaching, i. e, what is ne- 
| ceſlary to Salvation for one, ' is not ſo for the other; for that is your 
meaning of Fandamentals. Now, tmce all things become nece{ary to 
f be belicved by the Church diffuſive, upon the Authority of the Church re- 
| preſentativez it neceflarily follows, trom this diſtinction, That no- 
> thmig atall isneccſlary to be believed by the Church repreſentative. And is 
nct this a rare Church the mean while 2 but what is it which makes it a 
Church 2 for though it repreſeuts and teaches, yet it is fi1]] call'd a Clarch 
teaching and repreſentative : Itit be a Church, ſomething mult make it fo : 
What can make it ſo, if not the belict of what is zeceſ/ary to Salvation 2 

And if it doth not belicve all that is necellary to Salvation, the Church dif- 
fuſrve is much more truly a Church, than the repreſentative : Tf it doth 
belicve all that is necellary, then 1t muſt belicve its own Definitions, be- 
cauſe thoſe arc luppolcd to beſo; and conſequently, if thoſe be Fund a- 
mental, the Church muſt ſtill lay her own Foundation. Or elle theſe conſe- 
quences follow. 1. That may be a true Chxrch, which doth not belicye 

all things neceſlary to Salvation. 2. The CEurch teaching is not bound to 
believe that which ſhe teaches, but only the Church taxght. 3. That may 
be the ſame Church which Fundanrentally differs from it iclt. 4. When the 
Church detines a thing to be xeceſſary, ſhe doth not believe it to be neceſſary, 

but it becomes neceſlary after her Definition. For, I pray, fatisfic us as to 

this Teaching Charch, when ſhe defines ſomething neceflary to be believed 

in order to Salvation, which was not ſo defined before ; Doth ſhe at that 
Inſtant oft her Definition believe that to be necetlary to Salvation, or doth 

the not ? It the doth, then it is necetlary before her Definition; and ſo the 
belicf of it as neceflary, cannot depend upon it : Bur 1f ſhe belicves it only 

tobe neceflary, becauſe ſhe defines it to be ſoz then ſhe cannot believe it 

, to be neccliary, tifl the hath defined it, and conſequently defines that to 
: be necellary, which ſhe belicves not to be neceſlary : and ſo dctines con- 
trary to her own judgement and belicf, Let me therefore ask here ſome 

more Queſtions, which I doubt you will think troubleſceme, If the Church 
repreſentatrve believed that not to be neceſſary to Salvation, which ſhe de- 

hined to be neceſſary to Salvation, was {he infallible in that belief orno? If 

the was not infallible, then at that time what allurance could men have, of 

any matter of Faith, lince you tell us, That muſt be had from the Churches 
Tifalibility? It the were infallible, then cither in ſome things only, or in 

all ſhe believed ? if only in ſome things we ought to know what ſhe is in- 
tallible in, and what not, left we deccive our ſclves in believing her _ 
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| 
lible in that in which ſhe isnot infallible > If 3» al things,then ſhe is infal. ®* 
lible in believing that »ot to be neceſſary to Salvation, which yet ſhe infallibly &* 
defines to be neceſſary to Salvation : And fo the Church may infallibly define 7 
that to be trxe, which at the very moment of that Definition, ſhe infallibly Y- 
believes to be falſe. All theſe are the juſt and excellent Conſequences  #: 
this uſeful Diſtinction of yours, which you look on as the only hapPy Ex. 
pedient, whereby to free your ſelf from aſſerting, that the Church, by 
makingthings Fundamental, by her Definitions, doth thereby lay her owy 
Foundation. 
But as abſurd and unreaſonable as this is, you would ſeem to hays 
ſomething to fay for it: for you tell us, That the Paſtors, in all Ages pre. © 
ſerving Chriſtian People from being carricd away with every wind of Do@rine, © 
are a Foundation to them of conſtancy in DoFrine. Wonderfully ſubtle! ! 
it is pity ſuch excellent reaſoning ſhould want the ornaments of Mood | 
and Figure - but thus it is in them. If the Paſtors of the Church may be} 
the means of preſerving men from errours, then the Definition of the 7 
Church teaching, is the Foundation of the Church taught : which in ſhort 43 
amounts tothis; If the Paſtors of the Church may be a Foundation & © 


/ 


mens conſtancy in Dorine, then they may be a Foundation of mens z:con- | 


ſtancy in Dodlrine, If this be not that you mean, I can make no ſenſe of * 


what you fay ; and if it be, let any one elſe make Sexſe of it, that hath a ! 
gift for it. For, by conſtancy in Do@rine, is meant, the adhering to that | 
Do@Frine which God hath revealed as neceſlary in his Word, bur by the * 
Definitions of the teaching Church, you underſtand a Power to make 
more things neceſlary to the Salvation of all than Chriſt hath made; f 
that, joyn theſe two together, the Conſequence is this : If the Paſtors of | 
the Church may, and ought to keep men from believing any other Do- 
drine, then they have power to impoſe another Dodrine ; which things 
are ſo contradictious to each other, that none but one of your faculty 
would have ventured to have ſet one to prove the other. Therefore when 
you would prove any thing by this Argument, your A/ed;un mult be 
this, That the Paſtors of the Church are a Foundation of conſtancy in Do- 
Frine, by laying New Foundations of DoFrines by her Definitions, which is 
juſt as if you would prove, That the beſt way to keep a Houle entire, 


But, fay you furthex, Were 2ot the Apoſtles in their times (who were Ec- 


clelia docens)by therr DoFrine and Decrees, a Foundation to the Church which | 


was taught by them £ Doth not $.Paul expreſly affirm it, ſuperxdificati ſupra | 


Fundamentum Apoſtolorum,&c. To which I anſwer. 1. That the Apoſtles 
were not therefore ſaid tobe the Foundation on which they were built who 


| 

| 
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belicvcd on that Doctrine, becaule,by virtue of their Power, they could de- 
fine or decree any thing to be neceſlary to Salvation, which was not fo be- 


fore;but,becauſe they were the Inſtruments whereby the things which were © . It 
necetlary toSalvation,were conveyed tothem. And becauſe theirAuthority, |_| at 
by virtue of their 247ſſzorr, and the Power accompanying it, was the means | | | #4 
whereby they were brought to believe the Doctrin of the Goſpel.as in it {lt | | 44 
true.But there is a great deal of difference between teaching what is necel- © fic 
ſary to Salvation.and making any thing neceſlary to Salvation, which was We 
betore, meerly becauſe it is taught by them. 2. I grant, that thoſe things an 
did become necellary to be believed, which the Apoſtles taught ; but, it pe! 
was either becauſe the things were in themſelves neccitary, in order to the © - s 

0 


cnd declared, viz, Man's Salvation, or elle it was on the account of that | 
evidence | 
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evidence which the Apoſtles gave, that they were perſons immediately 
imployed by God, to deliver thoſe DoCtrines to them. But ſtill here Is 
nothing becoming neceſlary, by virtue of a Decree or Definition, but 
by virtue of a Teſtimony, that what they delivered, came- from God. 
3. When the Apoſtles delivered theſe things , the Do@rine of the Goſpel 
was not made known to the world; but they were choſen by God, and 
infallibly affiſted for that end, that they might reveal it to theworld : 
And this is certainly a very different cafe from that, when the Do&rine of 
Salvation is fully revealed and delivered down tous in unqueſtionable re- 
cords. And therefore, if you will prove any thing to your purpoſe, you 
” muſtproveas great andas divine afliſtance of the Spirit in the Church re- 
| preſentative of all Ages, as was in the 4poſtles in the firſt Age of the Chri- 
| {tian Church. 4. When you ſay from hence, That the Apoſtles, as the 
i teaching Church, laid the Foundation of the Church taught ;, that can only 
q be underſtood of thoſe Chriſtians who became a Church, by the Apoſtles 
preaching the Dodrine of the Goſpel to ther : © but this is quite a diffe- 
| * | rent thing from laying the Foundation of a Church already in being as your 
| 


Church.taught, and diffuſive, is ſuppoſed to be.. Can you tell us, where 
the Apoſtles are ſaid to lay further Foundations for Churches already con- 
ſtituted z that they made or declared more things neceſlary toSalvation, 
than were ſoantecedently to their being a Churcn £ But this is your caſe, 
you pretend a power in your Church repreſentative, to make more things 
necellary to Salvation, than were before to a Chnrchalready in Being,and 
therefore ſuppoſed to believe all things neceflary to Salvation. - You fee 
therefore,what a vaſt diſparity there is in the caſe, and how far the Apoſtles 

| declaring the DoFrine of Chriſt, and thereby founding Churches, is trom 

| beingan Argument that the repreſentative Church, may lay the Foundation 
of the Church diffuſive, which being a Church already, muſt have its Four- 
dation laid before all new Decrees and Definitions of the teaching Church, 

| $0 that ſtill it unavoidably tollows upon your principles, That the Church 
ſt lay her own Foundation, and then the Churth-niuſt have been in. ab- 
ſolute and perfeCt Being, before ſo much as her Foundation is laid. Your 
weak endeavour of retorting this upon the Biſop, becauſe of the Apoſtles 
teaching the Church of their Age, only ſhews, that you have a good will to 
lay ſomething in behalf of ſo bad a cauſe, but that you want ability to dv 
it : as appears by the Anſwers already given, as to the difference of the 
Apoſtles caſe and yours. The ſubfequent SeZior, which is ſpent in a 
weak defence of A. C's, words, hath the leſs cauſe to be particularly exa- 
mined; and belides, its whole ſtrength lyes on things ſufficiently diſcuſſed 
already, viz. the ſufficient Propoſition of rnatters of Faith, and the Mate- 
rial and Formal Objett of it. | 

| That which follows pretending to ſomething New, and which looks g, 9. 

\ Itke Argumentation, muſt be more diſtin&tly conſidered. 4. C5. words 

- are, That if one may deny, or doubtfully diſpite againſt any one Determina- 

ten of the Church, then he may againſt As. an and another, and ſo againſt 

' all; fince all are made firm to us by one and the ſame Divine Revelation, ſuf- 

ficrently applied by one and the ſame full Authority of the Church ; which being 

weakned in any onc, cannot be firm in any other. To which his Lordſhip *:3%0.17; 

; anlwers, 1. That this is underſtood only of Catholick Maxims, which are pro- 

; perly Fundamental, by Vincentius Lirinenſis, from whomt this Argument is 

> ©. derived, 2, He denies, that all Determinations of the Church are made firm \, 6, 

rt to us byoneandthe ſame Divine Revelation, 3, He denies, that all Determi= 

| nations 
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nations of the Church are ſufficiently applied by one and the ſame full Authe. 
rity of the Church. Of each of theſe he gives his reaſons; the examination 


and defence of which, is all that remains of this Chapter. To the firſt, 4 


you anſwer three things (for I muſt digeſt your Anſwers tor you.) 1. That © 
there is no evidence, that A. C. borrowed this from Vincentius, and you give ® 
anexcellent reaſon for it, becauſe good wits may both hit on the ſame thing 
or at leaſt come near it 3 which, had it been ſaid of your ſelf, had been 
more unqueſtionable : bnt, to let that paſs, 2. You tell us, That the Dy. 
Frine is true, whoſoever ſaid it. For which , you give this reaſon. Fox 
the ſame reaſon which permits not our queſtioning, or denying the prime Max. & 
ims of Faith, permits not our queſtioning, or denying any other Do@rine de. 
clared by the Church ;, becauſe it is not the greatneſs or ſmalneſs of the matter, 
that moves us to give firm Aſſent in Points of Faith ;, but the Authority of God | 
ſpeaking by the Church, To which I anſwer, that all this runs upon a Sup- 
poſition talle in it ſelf, which is, That all our Aſſurance in matters of Faith, 
depends upon the Tnfallible Authority of the preſent Church ; which being 
granted, I would not deny ; but, ſuppoſing that Ifallibility ablulute, on 
the ſame reaſon I believe one thing on the Churches Authority, I muſt be- 
lieve all. For the caſe were the ſame then, as to the Church, which we © 
ſay, it is as to the Scriptures ; he that believes any thing, on the account of | 
its being contained inthat Book as the Word of God, mult believe every © 
thing he is convinced to be therein contained, whether the matter be in | 
it ſelf ſmall or great ; becauſe the ground of his belict, is the Authority of | 
God, revealing thoſe things to us. And if therefore you could prove | 
ſuch a Divine Authority, conſtantly reſident in the Church, for determin- | 
ivg all matters of Faith, I grant your conſequence would hold : but that : 
is t0O great a boox: to be had for begging, and that is all the way you ue 
for it here. If you ofter to prove it afterwards, our Anſwers {hall be | 
ready toattend you. But at preſent, let it ſfufhce to tell you, That we 
believe no Article of Faith at all upon the Churches Infallible Authority, 
and therefore, though we deny what the Church propoſeth, it follows 
not that we are any more liable to queſtion the truth of any Article any 
further than the Chyrches Authority reaches in it; z. e. we deny that any | 
thing becomes an Article meerly upon her account. But now, if you re- 
move the Argument from the preſent Churches Infallible Authority, tothe 
Univerſal Churches Teſtimony, we then tell you, That he who queſtionsa 
clear, full, univerſal Tradition of the whole Church from Chriſt's timeto 
this, will, by the ſame reaſon, doubt of all matters of Faith, which are 
conveyed by this Teſtimony tous. But then we muſt further conſider, 
That we are bound by virtue of the Churches Teſtimony, to believe no |, 
thing any turther, than it appears to have been the conſtant, full, Uni ' 
verſal Teſtimony of the Church, from the time of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, | 
Whatever therefore you can make appear to have been received as a * 
necellary Article of Faith in this manner, we embrace it, but nothing | 
elſe ; and on the other ſide, we ſay , That whoever doubts, or denis 
this Teſtimony, will doubt of all matters of Faith, becauſe the ground and 
rule of Faith, the Scriptures, is conveyed to us only through this Univer- 
ſal Tradition. | 
3. You anſwer, That his Lordſhip miſtakes Vincentius Lerinenſis bs 
meaning, and falſifies his teſtimony thrice at leaſt, Whereof the firſt ism 
rendring [de Catholico dogmate} of Catholick Maxims : and here a double 
molt dreadtul charge is drawn up againſt his Lordſhip ; the firſt from the 
accuſation 
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accuſation of Friſciar, and the-ſecond of no leſs Authours, than Rider and 
the Engliſh Lexicons : the firſt is,for tranſlating the Singular Number by the 
Plural ; whereas our moſt Reverend Orbilivs hiniſelf in the following 
page, tells us, that this Catholicum dogma, Vincentius ſpeaks of, contains the 
whole $yſteme of the Catholick F aith, and in that Syſteme ſome are Funda- 
mentals, ſome SwperſtruFures, (both Plurals) yet all theſe contained in this 
one ſingular, Dogma : but it was his Lordſhips great miſhap not to have his 
education in the Schools of the Jeſnites, elle he might have eſcaped the 
laſh for this moſt unpardonable overſight of rendring verbum multitudinis 
by our Authours own confeſſion (who makes it Jarger too then his Lord- 
ſhip doth ; for his Lordſhip faith, it contains only Firdazrentals, but our 
Authour Superſtruures too) by the Plural Number, But the ſecond fault 
is worſe then this ; for, faith our Authour very gravely and diſcreetly 
with his rod in his hand, But in what Authour learnt he, that Dogma ſg- 
wifies only Maxims, were it in the Plural number £ Dogma according to our 
Engliſh Lexicons, Rider, and others, ſignifies a Decree, or common received 
Opinion whether in prime, or leſs principal matters. What a learned diſpute 
are we now fallen into ?. But I ſee you were reſolved to put all, but Boys 
and Pedagognes out of all likelyhood of confuting you ; For thoſe are on- 
ly the perſons among us, who deal in Rider and Emrgliſh Lexicons, I ſee 
now, there is ſome hopes, that the orders of the 1:-q#z{tion may have bet- 
ter Latin, then that _—_ Mr. White had ; ſince our old Jeſwrtes begin to 
be fo well verſed in ſuch Maſters of the Latin tongue. How low is In- 
fallibility fallen, that we muſt appeal for knowing what dogma fidet is, to 
the definition not of Popes and Conncils, but of Rider and Engliſh Lexi- 
cons 2 But it jsill jeſting with our Orbilizs in ſolevere a humour, that his 
Grace of Canterbury cannot ſcape his laſþ for not conſulting Riders Di- 
#ionary for the {1gnification of Dogua, But our Authour paticth, and we 
mult attend him, out of his Grammatical into the Theological School 5, and 
there tells us, That the Eccleſiaſtical ſeenification of Dogma, extends it ſelf to 
all things eſtabliſhed in the Church,as matters of Faith, whether Fundamentals 
or Superſtruures ;, and for this, Scotus is cited (ſomewhat a better Au- 
thour than Aider) who calls Tranſubſtantiation, Dogma fidez. I begin to 
believe now, that Dogera isa very large word,and Fides much larger, that 
can hold fo prodigious a thing as Trayſubſt artiation within them. ar noe 
withſtanding what Rider and Scotws ſay,None ſoable to explain Vincentivs 
his meaning. as Vincertizs himſelf; To him therefore at laſt our Authour 
appeals and tells us, That he declares iz other places, that he means by Dogma 
ſack things as in general belong to Chriſtian Faith without diſtinFion. But 
doth Vincentivs any where by Dogma mean any ſuch things which were not 
judged necellary by the ancient and Primitive Church,but become neceſla- 
ry to be believed upon the Churches Definitions £ Nothing can poſlibly 
be imagined more directly contrary to the deſign of his whole Book then 
that is, when he appeals ſtill for matters to be believed to Antiquity, Uni- 
verſality, and Conſent ; and to be ure, all theſe are required to whatever 
he means by a Dogma fidei - if you therefore can produce any teſtimonies 
out of his Book, which can be ſuppcſed in the leaſt ro favour the power 
ofthe Church in her new Definitions of matters of Faith, you may juſtly 
challenge to your ſelf the name of an excellent Invention, who can find 
that in his Book, which all other perſons find the diretly contrary to. 
Your firſt citation is out of ch, 33. (not 23. as youquote it, or ſome one 
elſe for you) where he is explaining what $t, Paul means by, Prophanss, 
N 2 worn 
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wvocum novitates, Vocum, aith he, 7. e. Dogmatum, rerum, ſententiarum 
novitates ; que ſunt vetuſtati, que antiquitati contrarie. | ſhall not ſcruple 
to grant you that YVincentivs by Dogmata here, doth mean {uch = as 
the Definitions of your Church are, for he ſpeaks of thoſe things, which all 
Chriſtians, who have a care of their Salvation are to avoid ; of ſuch 
things asare contrary toall Antiquity ; and luch kind of Dogmata, I freely 
grant the Definitions of your Church to be. Your ſecond citation is a; 
happy as the firſt, cap. 28.-Creſcat (ſaith he, ſpeaking of the Church) ſed 
in ſuo duntaxat genere.in eodem ſcilicet Dogmate, eodext ſenſu, eademque ſen. 
tentid, An excellent place, no doubt, to prove it in the Churches power 
todefine new Articles of Faith ; becauſe the Church muſt alwaies remain 
in the ſame Pelicf, ſexſe, and opi1om., When his words bur little fore- 
going are, ProfecFus ſit alle fidei non permutatio, which without the help of 


Engliſh Lexicons yeu would willingly render by leaving out that trouble- | 


ſome Particle on, that the beſt progreſs 1m Faith is Ly adding new Articles. 
though it be as contrary to realon as it isto the ſenle of Vincentivs Leri- 
nenſis, It Vincentixs laith, that the Pelagians erred in Dogmate fidei (which 
words neither appear cap. 24. nor 34.) he gives this reaton tor it, becaulc 
they contradict the Univerſal ſenſe of Antiquity, and the Catkolick Church, 
cap. 34. So that ſtill YVincentivs, where-cver he ſpeaks of this Dogma fidei, 
ſpeaks in direct oppoſition to your ſenſe of it, for new definitions of the 


Church in matters of Faith. There being ſcarce any book extant which 


doth more deſignedly overthrow this opinion of yours, then that of YVin- 
centins doth. 

To ſhew therefore how much you have wronged his Lordſhip, and 
what little advantage comes to your cauſe by your inſiſting on Vincentius 
his teſtimony : I ſhall give a brict account both of his Deſign and Book, 
The deſign of it, is, to ſhew what wayes ene ſhould uſe to prevent bein 
deceived, by ſuch who pretend to diſcover new matters of Faith, a 


thoſe he afligns to be thele two, ſetling ones faith, oz the Authority of + 


Scripture, and the tradition of the Catholick Church, But ſince men would 


enquire, The Canon of £cripture being perfett, and abundantly ſufficient for all © 


things. what need can there be of Eccleſiaſtical tradition £ He anſwers, For 
finding out the true ſexſe of Scripture, which is diverl]y interpreted, by 
Novatianus, Photinus, Sabellius, Donatus, Arrins, Funomins, Macedonins, 
Apollinaris, &c. In the tollowing Chapter he tells us, what he means by 


this Eccleſraſtical tradition, Quod ubique, quod ſemper , ab omnibus creditum © 


gf that which hath Antiquity, Univerſality, and Corſent, joyning in the 


elicf of it. Andcan any new Definitions of the Church pretend to all, ' 


or any of theſe? He after enquires, what is to be done in caſe a particular 


Church leparates it ſelf from the communion of the Catholick ? He an- | 
ſwers, We ought to prefer the health of the whole body, before any peſti- © 
ferous or corrupted member. But in caſe any Novel Contagion ſhould © 
ſpread over, not a part only, but endanger the wkole Churche then, faith © 
he, a man muſt adhere to Antiquity, which cannot be deceived with a pre- | 
tence of Novelty. But if in Antiquity, we find cut the errour of two or © 


three particular Perſons, or City, or Province 3 what is then to be done ? 
then, ſaith he, the Decrees of Gemeral Conncils are to be preferred ; But in 


caſe there be none? then he adds, The general conſent of the moſt ap- * 


proved writers of the Church 1s to be enquired after; and what they all 
with one conſent, openly, frequently, conſtantly held, wrir, and taught, 
that let every man look on himſelf as bound to belieye without heſitation, 

| Now 
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e of the new Articles of Farth in the Tridentize 


Now then.prove but any on 
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Confeſſion by theſe rules of Vincentius 5 and it will appear, that you have 


produced his Teſtimony to 
and forcible againlt all your pret 
which he inlarges by the examp 


ſome purpoſe:elſc nothing will be more ſtrong 
ences, than this dilcourle of Vircextins is; 
les of the Donatiſts, Arrians, and others, 


in the following Chapters 3 in which (till his (cope is to aflert Antiquity, 


and condemn all Novelties in matters of Faith under 
any pretext whatſoever. For this, ch.12, 14- he cites 
4 multicude- of Texts of Scripture 3 forbidding our 
following any other DoCtrine, but what was deliver- 
« by Chryt and his Apoſtles;and Anathematizing all 
ſuch as ſuch as ſhould Preach any other Goſpel - and 
concludes that, with this remarkable ſpeech) It zever 
ns. never is. never will be, lawful to propoſe any thing 
(as matter of Faith) to Criſtian Catholicks, beſtdes 
what they have received. And it was, is, and will be 
becoming Chriſtians to Anathematize all ſuch who de- 
clare any thing but-what they have received. Do you 


thil novandum nfs qued traditum eſt, Noſq; 
rel!1gionem, non qu velenins ducere, ſed que 
ills daceret, ſequi oporterg. Idgne efſe pro- 
priam (hiiſtane modeſtie & gyavitatis, non 
ſ#a poſters tradere, ſed I majoribus accepta 
ſervare. cap. g. 


Adqnunctare ergo aliquid Chriſtianis Catholi= 
ci: preter id quod atceperuntnunquan licuit, 


' unga2m (icet, nunquam licebit + op Anas 


thematizare £05 qui Adnuncient a'iquid, pre- 
terquam quod ſemel acceptuum eft, nunquam 
non 0p071uit, aſa am non oportet, nnſquam 
now oportebit, Vincent, Lerig. cap.144 


think this man was not of mow minde in the Doctrine of Fundamen- 
tals £ could he do otherwiſe then believe it in the Churches power to de- 


tine things necetlary to Salvation, who would have all thole Arathemra- 
tized, who pretend to declare any thing as matter of Faith, but what they 
received as ſuch from their Anceſtours £ And after he hath at large exem- 
pliticd this in the Photiniar, Neſtorian, Apolinarian Hereties, and ſhewed 
how little the Authority of private DoFGors, how excellent ſoever, is tobe 
relyed/on in matters of faith z he concludes again with this, Whatſoever 
the Catholick Church held univerſally, that and that 


Luicquid antverſaliter antiquitis Ecciefram 


alone is to be held by particular perſons. And after ad- 
wires at the madneſs, blinducfs, perverſeneſs of thoſe, who 
are not contented with the once delivered and ancient 
rule of Faith, but are ſtill ſeeking new things, and al- 
waies are itching to add, alter take away, ſome thing of 
Religion (or matter of Faith ). As though that were not 
a Heavenly Dotrine, which may ſuffice to be once re- 
vealed ; but an earthly inſtitution, which cannot be per- 
fe, but by continual correftion and amendment. Is 
not this man now a fit perſon to explain the ſenle of 
your Churches new Definitions, and Declarations in 


Catholicam tenu'fſe cognovennt, id ſolim ſob 
tenendum ,credendumque decernit, cap. x5, 
M'rart ſatis nequee tantam quorundam ho 
minum veſamam, tanam excecate men: is 
impietatem , tantam poſtremo errand: libidi- 
nem, ut conten's non fat trad:ta ſemel 
acceptd aniiqui:us credend; reguld ; ſed nows 
& nova in diem queriat, ſemperque aliquid 
g(t 1441 religiont addere, mu'are , detrahere, 
Laſs non celeſte dogma ſit, quod ſemel yeye- 
latumeſſe ſufficiar 3 [ed terrena inſtitutio,que 
aliter perfici niſt aſidud emexdatione, inmg 
potius reprehenfioac, non poſſut, cap, 26, 


matters of Faith ? And have not you hit very right on this ſenſe of Dogma, 
when here he underſtands by it that DoGrine of Faith, which is not ca- 
pable of any addition or alteration? And thus we underſtand ſufficiently 


what he means by the preſent controverted place z that if zren rejet any 


part of the Catholick Dofrine, they may as well refuſe 
another, and another, till at lat they rejed all. By 
the Catholick Dotrine, or Catholicum dogma, there 
he means the ſame with the Celeſte dogma before, 
and by both of them underſtands that Doctrine of 


Abdica's enim qualiber parte Catholics dog- 
mats, alia q0q; item atq; alia, &c. quid 
aliud ad extremuns ſequetur, wiſe ut totum 
pariter repudietur 2? cap. 31. 


Faith which was once revealed by God, and which is capable cf no addi- 
tion atall, having Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent, going along with 
It; and when you can prove that this Catholicum dogma, doth extend 
beyond thoſe things which his Lordſhip calls Catholick Maxims, or pro- 
perly Fundamental Truths, you will have done ſomething to the purpoſe, 


which - 
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which as yet you have failed in. And thus we ſay, YVincentizs his rule i Y 
good, though we do not ſay, that he was i»fal/ible in the application of ir, B- 
= that he might mention ſomeſuch things to have had Artiquity, Unj. 


zerſality, and Conſent which had not fo, ſuch as the buſineſs of not rebaptiz. | 
ing Hereticks, and the obſervation of Eaſter, which you inſtance in. And © 
withall we add, though nothing is to be admitted for matter of Faith 
which wants thoſe three marks, yet ſome things may have all three of 
them, and yet be 0 athers of Faith atallz and therefore not at all per. KF 
tinent to this queſtion; Such as thoſe things are which you infiſt on, az & 
depoſita dogmata;, which doubtleſs is a rare way of probation. 12. tg | 
ſhew that by dogmata depoſita, Vincentizs means ſome articles of Faith 
which are not Fundamental in the matter of them 3 and for that make 7 
thoice of ſuch inſtances which are no watters of faith at al/: but cithe © 
ritual traditions, or matters of order, ſuch as the form ard matter of $4. © 
craments, the Hierarchy of the Church, Padobaptiſm, not rebaptizing Here. © 
ticks, the perpetual virginity of the Virgin Mary. For that of the Cana | 
of Scripture,it will be elſewhere confidered,as ikewile thoſe other Church. © 
traditions. 4 
How the Church ſhould ſtill keep, hoc idem quod antea, as you confels ſte © 
ought, and yet make ſome things neceſſary to be believed by all, which befor: | 
her declaration were not ſo, 1s (omewhat hard to conceive; and yet both | 
theſe you aflert together. Is that which is neceſlary to be believed by * 
all, the ſame with that which was not neceſlary to be fo believed ?- if the | 
fame meaſure of Faith will not ferve after, which would have done be- | 
fore, is there not an alteration made : Tes, you grant, 4s fo our believing, | 
but not as to the thing, for that is the ſame it was. But do you in the mean 
time conſider what kind of thing that is which you ſpeak of, which isa | 
thing propounded to be believed, and conſidered in no other reſpect, but asit | 
is revealed by God in order to our believing it now when the lame thing |. 
which was required only to be believed implicitely, 7. e. notat all ne © 
cellatily, is now propounded to be believed expreſ]y and neceſlarily ; the 
Fundamental nature of it, as an obje@& of Faith, is altered. For that which © 
you call i»zplicite Faith, doth really imply as to all thoſe things to be be j; 
lieved implicitely, that there is an indifterency, whether they be believed 7 
or no ; nothing being neceſlary to be believed, but what is propounded © 
to be expreſly believed : Which being ſo, Can it be imagined there 
ſhould be a greater alteration in a matter of Faith, then from its being 
indifferent whether it were believed or no, to become neceſlary to be 
exprelly believed by all in order to Salvation? And where there is ſuch | 
an alteration as this in the thing to be believed,who can without the help ; 
of a very commodious implicite Faith believe, that ſtill this is hoc zdes * 
—_ antea, the very ſame as a matter of Faith , which it was before. 
hough the Church were careful to preſerve every Iota and tittle of Sacred | 
Dodrines; yetT hope it follows not, that every Jota and tittle is of 3 © 
much conſequence, and as neceſlary to be believed,as the main ſubſtance |: 
of Chriſtian DoFrine. Although wher any DoGrine was violently oppoſed © 
in the Church ſhe might declare her owning it by ſome overt ad ;, yet thenceit © 
doth not follow, that the 7#ternal aſſent to every thing fo dackeod $8 
necellary, as to that propoſition, that Jeſus is the Son of God, the belief d | 
which the Scripture tells us was the main deſign of the writing of Sci 
pture. That General Councils, rightly proceeding, may be great helps tothe | 
Faith of Chriſtians, IT know none that deny ; but that by _ of thei |, 
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definitions any thing becomes neceſlary to be believed, which was not lo 
before, remains yet to be proved. Z 

You, much wonder his Lordſhip ſhould father that ſaying on Vincen- 
tins, That, If new Dodrines be added to the old, the Church, which is Sacrari- 
um veritatis, the repoſetory of wavy: may be changed in Lupanar errorum, 
which, bis Lordſhip ſaith, he is loth to Engliſh : for you tel] us, 7 hat Vincen- 
tius is ſo far from entertaining the leaſt thought of it, that he preſently adds, 
Deus ayertat, God forbid it ſhould beſo. A (tout Interence ! Juſt as if one 
ſhould fay, The Church of Kome may be in time overipread with the 2/a- 
bumetan Religion, but God forbid, it ſhould be ſo;Were he not an excellent 
Diſputer, who ſhould hence inferr it izpoſſible ever to be ſo. What you 
add out of Vincentivs only proves, that he did not belicve it was 1041 his 
time, but doth not in the leaſt prove, that he believed it i»zpoſſeble that 
ever it ſhould be ſo afterwards ; but notwithſtanding all that you fay, it 
is evident enough, that YVincentizs believed it a very ſuppoſable Caſe, by 
that queſtion he puts elſewhere. What if any new 


Ouid fi nwekla aliqua contag's non jam pore 


contagion doth not only endeavour to defile a part only, munculamtantum, ſed totam pariter Eccleſi- 
but the whole Churchtin which, he ſaith,we are to adhere am commaculare conetur 2 tune item provices 


to antiquity. If you anſwer, he ſpeaks only of az 
endeavour: it is ſoon replyed, That he ſpeaks of ſuch an endeavour as puts 
men to diſpute a queſtion, what they are to do in ſuch a Caſe, and he 
reſolves at that time, they are not to adhere to the judgement cf the 
preſent Church, but to that of Antiquity, which is all we defire in that 
Caſe, viz. That the preſent Church may fo far add to matters of Faith, 
that we can in noreaſon be obliged to rely only upon her judgement. 
Wherem we are to confider,the £neftion is not of that you call the drffu- 


ſve, but the repreſentative Church, all which may be overipread, and yet 


but a part of the other ; but yet if that Church, whote judgement you 
lay only is to be relyed on may be lo infected, it 15 all one as to thoſe who 
are to he guided by her judgement, whether the other be or no. For 
here eadem eſt ratio non entis &* non apparentis, becaule it is not the reali- 
ty, but the manifeſtation which is the ground of mens relying on the 
Churches jadgement. So that if as to all outward appearance and all 
Judicial aFs of the Church, ſhe may recede from the ancient Faith, and 
add novitia veteribas, (whether all particular perſons in it do fo or no) 
all ground of relying on the judgement of that Chwrch, is thereby taken 
away. |Whether it be the Church her ſelf, or Hereticks in the Churchwhich 
make theſe additions, is very little material, if theſe Hereticks, who add 
thele zew articles of Faith, may carry themſclves ſo cunningly as to get 
to themſelves the reputation of the Catholick Church: and lo that which 
ought to have been Sacrarinn veritatis, may become impiorum &- turpiuns 
errorum Lupanar : which your Church is concerned not to have Engliſhed; 
but by the help of Rider, and other good Anthours of yours, it is no hard 
matter to come to underſtand it. And thus we ſee how much you have 
abuſed his Lordſhip, in charging him with a threefold falſification of Yin- 
centins Lerinenſis, 

The ſecond thing which his Lordſhip anſwers, is, That all determina- 
tions of the Church are not made firm to us by one and the ſame Divine Reve- 
lation ;, becauſe ſome are made by Scripture, and others, as Stapleton ſaith, 
without any evident or probable teſtimony of Holy writ : though therein Bel- 
larminefal/s quite off, and confeſſes in expreſs terms, that nothing can be cer- 
tain by certainty of Faith, unleſs it be contained inmiediately in the Word of 

God: 


bit, ut antiquitaty inhevreat. Cap. 4, 


$. I4, 
P.39, 0,165 
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God : or be deduced thence by evident conſequence. Youronly deſign here, #1 
is, to vindicate your two great Champions from contradiCting each #7 
other, which though it be of little conſequence to the main Aſlertion of F 


his Lordſhip, which you knew well enough, and therefore carefu]] 
avoid the rtiain Charge of your enemy, to part two of your quarrelling 
friends: yet ſince you intend this for a tryal of your hell, we mult (eq 
how well you play your Prize. Stapleton, you ſay, means that we m 


ſubmit to the determinations of the Church and the traditions fle approves, 
though they be not expreſly contained in Scripture, Excellently well gueſled F' 
at Stapletons meaning | when the very words you cite out of him are, #! 
We oneht not to deny our aſſent in matters of Faith, though we have them Tu, 
only by tradition, or the deciſions of the Church againſt Hereticks, and no © 


confirmed with evident or probable teſtimony of Scripture, What a rare © 


Interpreter are you grown fince your acquaintance with Aider, and other 
Engliſh Lexicons * Who make not denying aſſent in matters of Faith, tobe 
the ſame with ſubmitting to the Churches Determinations, when you knoy 
well enough, we plead for ſubmiſſion to the Churches Determinations, 
where there may be a liberty as to internal aſſent : and it is as good ty 
make #0 evident or probable teſtimony of Scripture the ſame with not being 


expreſly contained in Scripture ;, as though nothing which was not ex. : 
preſly contained in Scripture, could have any probable teſtimony from | + 


thence. And from this we may gueſs what an eafte matter it is for you 
to accommodate all perſons who differ, if one ſayes Tes, and the other No, 
you will tell them they do not differ, but that one of them by Tes, means 
No; and the other by No, means Tes. Juſt ſo here you reconcile Stapleton 
and Bellarmine ;, tor you lay, Stapleton by [ no probable teſtimony ] means 
ſome kind of probable teſtimony, vis. luch as though not expreſs, ma 

be yet deduced from Scripture 5 and Bel/armine, when he ſpeaks of God, 
written Word. as the ground of certainty, means that which is neither 
Gods Word; nor yet written, viz. Tradition, 
who had a better Gorey of reconciling than you ſeem to have by this 
attempt, But his Lordſhip had prevented this ſubterfuge as to Be/ar- 
zrine and Stapleton, as if Stapleton ſþake of the Word of God written, and 
Bellarmine of the Word of God unwritten (as he calls Tradition), For 
Bellarmine, ſaith he, there treats of the knowledge which a man hath of the 
certainty of his own Salvation. And T hope A.C. will not tell us, there's 
any Tradition extant unwritten, by which particular men may have aſſurance 
of their ſeveral Salvations. Therefore Bellarmine's whole Diſputation 
there, is quite beſide the matter * Or elſe, he muſt ſpeak of the written Word, 
and ſo lye croſs to Stapleton as is mentioned. You tell us, This Reaſon is 


I never met with one - 


very ſtrange : but I dare ſay, yours exceeds it in ſtrangeneſs, which is, | 
becauſe Bellarmines deſign was to ſhew, there was no ſuch unwritten Tradition | 


to be found, But doth Belarmine diſpute againſt any body or no body? 
If he diſputcs againſt any body upon your principles, thoſe whom he 
diſputes againſt muſt be ſuch, who aſſert that men may have certainty 
of Faith concerning their Salvation from Tradition; and you would do 


— 


43 


well totell us, Who thoſe were that pretended that there was a Tradition | 


or unwritten word delivered down frcm the Apoi7les, that they ſhould 
be laved. And though Bel/armine was not to affirm this, yet thoſe he 


diſputed againſt, upon your Principles muſt be ſuppoſed to do it. But : 


certainly you thought none of your Readers did ever intend to look 
into BeYarmine tor the place in Controverſie ; for if they did, non 
coul 
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could be more plain, than that Be/armines realon againſt Catharinzs and 
others,proceeds wholly and only upon the written # ord, For. 1. When 
he ſaith, that Nothing can be certain with the certainty of Faith, but what 
is either 1mmediately contained in the Word of God, or may be deduced 
thence by evident conſcquence, becanſe Faith can reſt on nothing, but the 
authority of Gods Word ; he adds, That of this Principle, neither the Catho- 
licks nor the Hereticks doubt. But I pray, do thole whom Be//armine 
there calls Hereticks, acknowledge the unwritten Word as a foundation 
for certainty of Faith in the Caſe Diſputed 2 theretore it is plain, he 
ſpeaks excluſively of a written Word. 2. When he mentions the Al- 
Gandbiow he evidently explains himſelf of the writter Word ;, tor, ſaith 
he, There 3# no ſuch Propoſition contained in the Word of God, that ſuch and 
ſuch a particular perſon is juſtified 5 for there are none mentioned therein 
ſave Mary Magdalen, and a certain Paralytick of whom it 3s ſaid, their ſins 
are forgiven them, Ceteri homines in ſacris literis ne nominantur quiclenr. 
And will Xider, and your other good friends the Engliſh Lextcons, help 
you to interpret Sacre literg by wmeritten Traditions © Could any 
one that had either any common ſenſe left in him , or elle had not a 
delign moſt grotly to impole on his Readers, offer to perlwade men, 
that Be//armine could here underſtand the Hord of God in a 1cnſe 
common to Scripture and Tradition, It you can prove that Bel/urmine 
ſaith otherwiſe elſewhere, you are ſo far trom reconciling Be//ar- 


. mine and Stapleton, that you will not ealily reconcile Be//armire to 


himlſclf. 

The remainder of this Chapter cither refers to ſomething to be 
haridled aftcerwatds as the Infal/ibility of the Church and Councils, or 
clic barely repeats what hath been diſcuiled already concerning your 
ſenfe of Fundamentals, and therefore T dare not preſume to far on the 
Reader's patience, as to give him the ſame things over ard over, 
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Caae. IV. 
The Proteſtant Do&rine of Fundamentals vindicated. 


The unreaſonableneſ# of demanding a Catalogue of Fundamentals. The Creed i 
contains the Fundamentals of Chriſtian Communion. The belief of Scrip. 
ture ſuppoſed Ly it. The Diſpute concerning the Senſe of Chriſt's Deſcent m- 
to Hell, and MF. Rogers his Book confeſſed by T. C. impertinent * With Þ 
others of the ſame vature, T. C'* fraud, in citing his —_— words, © 
Of Papiſts aud nw = wa Unity. The Moderation of the Church of Eng- © 
land, compared with that of Rome. Her grounds of Faith juſtified. In- 
fant-Baptiſm how far proved out of Scripture alone. 


F. I. His Chapter begins with @ very pertinent Queſtion, as you call it: © 
we might the eaſier believe it to beſo,becaule it is none of your own | 
propoſing 3 ont yet your very calling it, 4 pertinent Queſtion, renders it 
liable to ſuſpicion, and upon examination it will be tound both unrex- ! 
ſonable and* impertinent. The Queſtion was, What Points the Biſboy © 
would account Fundamental ;, and that you may ſhew how necellary this | 
P.45.n.1, Queſtion was, youadd; For if he will have ſome Fundamental, which we | 
are bound to believe under pain of danmation:, and others not Fundamental, | 
which we may, without ſin, queſtion, or deny , it behoves us mmch to know what | 
they are. Thave ever deſired, ſay you, a ſatisfa&Fory Anſwer fron Proteſtants 
to this Queſtion, but could never yet have it in the ſenſe demanded. An un- 
happy man you are, who, it ſeems, have in your time propounded more | 
fooliſh Queſtions, than a great nay wile men were never able to an- 
{wer, But, is it not every jot as reaſonable, That ſince your Chnrch pre- 
tends to the power of making things necellary to the Salvation of all, 
which were not ſo before, we ſhould have from you an exact Catalogne of | 
all your Churches Definitions? If for that, you referr us to the Corrfe|/zon | 
of Faith, at the end of the Council of Trent ; ſo, may not we, with far grea- | 
ter reaſon, ſend you back to the Apoſtolical Creed ? there being no ob- 
jection which will hold againſt this, being a Catalogue of our Fundamer | 
tals, but will hold againſt that Being a Catalogue of yours. Nay, you af | 
ſert ſuch things your ſelf concerning the neceſſity of believing things de- # 
fined by the CExrch, as make it impoſlible for youto aflign the definite * 
number of ſuch things, as are neceſlary for all perſons, and therefore itis 
very unreaſonable to demand it of us. For ſtill, when you ſpeak, that 
the things detined by the Chyrch, are neceſlary to the Salvation of all,you | 
add, Where they are ſufficiently propounded:; fo that the meaſure of Funds | | 
mentals depends on the ſufficiency of the Propoſition. Now, will you ur | | 
dertake to atlign what number of things are ſufficiently propounded wf 1} 
the belict of all perſons ? Can you ſet down the exact Tam as to all} |} 
indivicuals, when their ignorance is inexcuſable, and when not ? Can © 
you tell what the meaſure of their capacity was ? what allowance Gal « 
makes for the prejudices of Education, where there is a mind defirow 1 
of in{truttion? Will you fay, God accounts all thoſe things ſufficiently | t 
propoſed to mens belief, which you judge tobe ſo? or, that all menar | | 
bound to think thoſe things neceſiary to Salvation, which you think (0? & /; 
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by what means ſhall the Clxrches Power of defining matters of Faith, be 
ſufficiently propoſed to men as an Article of Faith ? Either by its own De- 
finition, 
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finition, or without ? If by it; the thing is propoſed to be believed, which 
is ſuppoſed to be believed already, before that Propoſition; or elſe the En- 
quiry returns with as great force, Why ſhould I believethat Definition 
more than any other ? if withour it; then the ſufficiency of Propotition, 
and the neceſſity of believing depends not on the Churches Definition, 
Theſe Queſtions I am ape to think as pertinent and neceſſary as yours was : 
and. now you know my ſenſe, and are fo diſcontented you could never 
meet with a ſatisfactory Anſwer from Proteſtants, prevent the ſame dif- 
ſatisfaction in me, by giving a punCtual Anſwer to ſuch neceſſary Que- 
ſtions. But, if you think the demands wxreaſorable, becaule they depend 
on ſuch things, which none can know but God himſelt 3 I pray accept of 
that as a ſatisfactory Anſwer to your own very pertinent Queſtion. 
But if the Queſtion be propounded not concerning what things are 
Fundamental and neceſſary to partitular perſons, which on the reaſons for- 
merly given, it is impoſlible to give a Catalogue of, but, of ſuch things 
which are neceſſary to be owned for Chriſtian Communion, as1 have ſhewed 
this Queſtion of Fandameiitals ought only to be taken here; then his 
Lordſaip's Anſwer was more pertinent than the Queſtion, viz. That al 
the Points of the Creed were ſuch: For, ſaith hez Since the Fathers make the 
Creed the Rule of Faith ;, ſince the agreeing ſenſe of Scripture, with thoſe Ar- 
ticles, are the two Regular Precepts, by which a Divine is governed about the 
Faith: ſince your own Council of Trent decrees, That it js that principle 
of Faith, in which all that profif Chriſt, do neceſſarily agree, & Fundamen- 
tum firmum & unicum, zot the firm only, but the only Foundation ;, ſince 
i is Exconmmnication iplo jure, for any man to contradif the Articles con- 
tained in that Creed ;, ſince the whole body of Faith is ſo contained in the 
Creed, as that the ſubſtance of it was believed even before the coming of Chriſt ; 
though not ſo expreſly as ſince, in the number of the Articles : Since Bellar- 
larmin confeſſes, That all things ſimply neceſſary for all mens Salvation, are 
in the Creed and Decalogue, What reaſon can you have to except ® Thus far 
iis Lordſhip : though from hence 1t appears, what /ittle reaſon you have 
to except; yet becauſe of that, 'I expect your Exceptions the ſooner : and 
therefore very fairly paſſing by the ſenſe of the Fathers, you ask con- 
cerning the Council of Trent; What if, that call the Creed the only Founda- 
tion? Areyou come to a What if, with the Conncil of Trent ? But, I ſup- 
pole, it is not from diſputing its Authority, but its meaning ;, for you would 
ſeem to underſtand it only of prime Articles of Faith, and not of ſuch as 
all are bound upon ſufficient Propoſition expreſly to believe; for that is all 
the ſenſe I can make of your words. But, whoever was o filly, as to 
ſay, Thatall fuch things which are to be believed on ſafficient Propoſition 
that they are revealed by God, are contained in the Creed? When you 
ſeem to imply, That this was the ſenſe the Queſtion was propounded 
In, 1t 13 afign you little attend to the Conſequence of things : when it is 
moſt evident, that the Queſtion was ſtarted concerning the Greek Church. 
and therefore muſt referr only to ſuch Fandamentals,as are neceſlary to be 
owned in order tothe Eeirg of a true Church. And when you can prove, 
that any other Articles are ncceſlary to that, beſides thoſe contained in 
the Creed, you will do ſomething to purpoſe, but not before. But, you 
ſuppole thezz to take the Creed in a very large ſenſe, who would lap up in the 
folas of it all particular Points of Faith whatever : and I amfure, this is not 
the ſenſe it is to be taken in here, nor: that in which his Lordſhip took 
It. He faith indecd, That if he had ſaid, that thoſe Articles only which are 
O 2 expreſſed 
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expreſſed in the Creed, are F undamental, it would have been hard to have 
excluded the $cripture, upon which the Creed it ſelf in every Point is grounded, 
For nothing is ſuppoſed toſhut out its own Foundation. And this is built on 
very good reaſon. For the things contained in the Creed are propoſed ag 
matters to be believed all Faith muſt ſuppoſe a Divine Teſtizrony revea]- 
ing thoſe things to us, as the grouzd on which we believe them 3 this Dz- 
vine Teſtimoy is never pretended to be contained in the Creed; but that 
it is only a ſummary Coledion of the molt necetlary Points which God hath 
revealed ; and therefore ſomething elſe muſt be ſuppoſed as the ground 
and formal reaſon why we aflent to the truth of thoſe things therein con- 
tained. So that the Creed muſt ſuppoſe the Scriptare, as the main and 
only Foundation of believing the matters of Faith therein contained, But 
ſay you, 1f all the Scripture be included in the Creed, there appears no great 
reaſon of ſcruple, why the ſame ſhould not be ſaid of Traditions, and other 
Points ;, eſpecially of that for which we admit Scripture it ſelf. But, do you 
make no difference between the Scripture being ſuppoſed as the ground of 
Faith, and all Scripture being, contained in the Creed And doth not his 
Lordihip tell you, T hat though ſome Articles may be Fundamental, which are 
infolded in the Creed, it would not follow, that therefore ſome umvritten Tra- 
ditions were Fundamental: for, though they may have Authority, and uſe, in 
the Church, as Apoſtolical, yet are they not Fundamental in the Faith. And as 
for that Tradition, That the Books cf Holy Scripture are Divine, and Inf l- 
lible in every part ; he promiles to handle it, when he comes to the proper 
place forit. And there we ſhall readily attend what you have to ob- 
ject to what his Lordſhip faith abour it. 
But yet you fay, His Lordſhip doth not anſwer the Queſtion, as far as it 
was neceſſary to be anſwered ; we ſay, he doth. No, ſay you : For the Que- 
ſtion ariſing concerning the Greek Churches errour, whether it were Funda- 
mental or no; NF. Fiſl.er demanded of the Biſhop, What Points he would 
account Fundamental « to which he anſwers, That all Points contained in the 
Creed, are ſuch, but yet not only they ; and therefore this was no dire Anſwer 
to the Queſtion, for, though the Greeks errour was not againſt the Creed, yet 
it maybe againſt ſome other Fundamental Article not contained in the Creed, 
This you call fie ſbuffiing. To whichT anſwer, That when his Lordſhip 
ſpeaks of its not being Fundamentum unicum in that ſenſe, to exclude all 
things not contained in the Creed from being Fundamental ; he ſpake it 
with an immediate reſpect tothe belict of Scriptare, as an Tnfallible Rule 
of Faith : For, ſaith he, The truth is, Tſaid, and ſay ſtill, That all the Points 
of the Apoſiles Creed, as they are there expreſſed, are Fundamental. And 
herein Tjay 0 more than ſome of your beſt learned have ſaid before me. But, 
1 never ſaid, or meant, that they only are Fundamental: that they are Fun- 
damentum unicum, zs the Conncil of Trent's, 'tis not mine. Mine js, That 
the belief of Scripture to be the It ord of God and Infallible, is an equal, or 
ratl.er a preceding Irinciple of Faith, with, or to, the whole body of the Creed. 
Now, what reaſon canyou have to call this, ſhutting, unlets you will 
rank the Grecks crrour equal with the denying the Scripture to be the 
Il ord of Got! 5 otherwiſe, his Lordſhip's Anſwer 1s as full and pertinent, 
as your cavilis vain and trit:ing. His Lordſhip adds, That this agrees with 
one of your own great Maſters, A\bertus Magnns, who 3s not far from the Pro- 
poſitron, interminis. To which your Exceptions are lo pitiful, that T ſhall 
aniwer them, without reciting them for he that ſuppoſeth the ſenſe of 
Scripture, joyned with the Articles of Falth, to be the Rule of Faith, as 
Alberts 
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Albertzs doth, mult certainly ſuppoſe the belict of the Scripture as the 
Iford of God, elſe how is it poſſible its ſenſe ſhould be the Rule of Faith ? 
Again, it is not enough for you to ſay, That he believed other Articles of 
Faith, beſides thele in the Creed;but, that he made them a Rule of Faith 
together with the ſenſe of Scripture. 3. All this while here is not one 
word of Tradition, as the ground on which thele Articles of Faith were 
to be believed. If this therefore be your way of an{wering, I know none 
will contend with you for fireſhxffiing. What follows concerning the 
right ſenſe of the Article of the Deſcent of Chriſt ;nto Hell; ſince you ſay,You 
will not much trouble your ſelf about it as being not Fundamental either in his 
Lordſhips ſenſe, or ours; | look on that expreſſion as luthcient to excuſe me 
from undertaking ſo needlcfs a trouble, as the examining the leycral ſen- 
ſes of it; ſince you acknowledge, That 0 one determinate ſenſe is Funda- 
mental, and therefore not pertinent to our buſineſs. Much les is that 
which follows concerning MF. Rogers his Book and Anthority; in which, 
and that which depends upon it, I ſhall only give you your own words 
for an Anſwer, That truly I conceive it of ſmall 1mportance to ſpend nmch time 
upon this ſabjef ; and ſhall not fo far contradict my judgement as to do 
that, which, Ithink, when 1t is done, .1s to very little purpoſe. Of the 
ſame nature is that of Catharinxs; for it fignities ncthing to us, whether 
you account him an Heretickor no, who know, Men are not one jot more 
or lels Heretick, for your accounting them to be to or not. | 
You call the Biſhop, your good ſriend, in ſaying, That all Preteſtants do 
agree with the Church of England in the ain Exceptions, which they joyntly 
take againſt the Roman Church, .s appears by their ſeveral Confejſions. For 
(fay you) by their agreeing in this,but in little or notking elſe, they ſufficient- 
ly ſhew themſelves enemies to the true Church, which js one, and only one, by 
Unity of DodFrine ;, from whence they muſt needs be judged to depart, by rea- 
ſon of their Diviſions. As good a friend as you lay his Lordſhip was to you, 
in that ſaying of his, Iam ure you 11] requite him for his K:zdzefs, by fo 
palpable a falſification of his words, and abuſe of his meaning. And all 
that Friendſhip you pretend, lyes only in your leaving out that part, of 
the Sentence,which takes away all that you build onthe reſt. For where 
doth his Lordſhip ſay, That the Proteſtants only agree in their main Excep- 
tions againſt the Roman Church, and not in their Do@rines? Nay, doth 
he not exprefly ſay, That they agree in the chiefeſt DoFrines, as well as main 
Exceptions, which, they take againſt the Church of Rome, as appears by their 
ſeveral Confeſſions. But you, very conveniently to your purpole, and 
with affaud tuitable to your Caſe, leave ont the firlt part of agreement 77: 
the chiefeſt Do&rines, and mention only the latter, leſt your Declamation 
ſhould be ſpoiled as to your Unity, and our Dilagreements. But we ſee 
by this, by what means you would perſwade men cf both, by Arts and 
Devices, fit only to deceive ſuch, who look only on the appearance and 
outhde of things; and yct even there, he that ices not your growing Dz- 
w1ſons. is a great ſtranger to the Chriſtian world. Your great Argument 
ot the Unity of your party, becanſe, whatever the private Opinions of men 
are, they are ready to ſubmit their judgements to the cenſure and determination 
of the Church ; if it be good, will hold as well (or better) tor our Unity, 
as yours, becauſe all men are willing to ſubmit their judgements to Scrip- 
ture, which is agreed on all {ides to be 1nfa/lible. It you ſay, That it can- 
not be known what $cripture determines, but it may be caſily what the Church 
defines : It is calily anlwered, that the event ſhews 1t to be far — 
OT 
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for how many Diſputes are there, concerning the Power of determinin 
matters of Faith ? to whomit belongs, in what way it muſt be —__—_ ; 
whether parties ought to be heard in matters of Doctrine, what the mean- 
ing of the Decrees are, when they are made, which raile as many Diviſi- 
ons as were before them, as appears by the Decrees of the Council of Trent, 
and the latter of Pope innocent relating to the five Propoſetions : So that 
upon the whole it appears, ſetting aſide force and fraud (which are ex- 
cellent principles of Chriſti4h Unity) we are upon as fair terms of Union 
as you arc =—_ your {eclves. 

You tell us, That your Church doth Anathematize only ſuch perſons as are 
obſtinate 5 but who are they whom ſhe accounts obſtinate ? even all who 
diflent from her in any punGilro. And therefore this is a ſingular piece of 
Moderation in your Church, And, you believe the troubles of Chriſtendom 
rather come from too great freedom taken in matters of Faith, than from any 
ſeverity in the Church of Rome. The truth is, you have excellent waics of cnd- 
ing Controverſics, much like perſwading men to put ont their Eyes, to end 
the Diſputes about the nature of Colowrs; and if they will not hearken to 
'uch prudent counſel, they are pronounced obſtinate and perverſe, tor of- 
fering to keep their Fy2s1n their Heads, And if men will not ſay, that YZ hite 
1s Black, when your Church bidsthem do it, thele men are the ztronblers of 
Iſrael, and the fomenters of the Diſcords of the Chriſtian world. Burt if 
your Chyrch had kept to the primitive ſimplicity and nioderation, and not 
offered to define matters of Faith; the occaſion of moſt of the Controver- 
fies ofthe Chriſtian world, had been taken away. Believe what you will, 
and ſpeak what you liſt ; there are none who conſider what they believe 
orſpeak, but eafily diſcover whence the great Diſlentions of the Chriſtian 
world have riſen, viz. from the Ambition and Vſarpation of the Church of 
Rome, which hath not been contented to have introduced many lilly Su- 
perſtitions intothe publick exercile of Devotion ; but, when any of theſe 
came to be diſcovered, thought it her belt courfe to defend her corrup- 

tions with greater; by inforcing men to the belzef of them, and thereby 
rendring a Separation from her Communion unavoidable by all thoſe who 
ſought to retrieve the Piety and Devotion of the Primitive Church, And 
yet this muſt be call'd Schiſzr, and the a attempting it Hereticks, by 
that ſame Piows and tender-hearted Mother of yours, who loves her Children 
{o dearly, that if they do but defire any reformation of abules, ſhe takes 
all poſſible care they ſhall complain no more, As though the only way 
to prevent quarrelling in the world, were to cut out peoples Tongues, 
and cut off their Arms; Such a kind of Vnity hath your Charch ſhewed 
her ſelf very deſirous of, where ever power and conveniency have mct for 
the carrying it on. But, I hope, you will give usleave, not to envy the 
Unity of thoſe, who therefore agree in the Church, becaule, as ſoon as they 
do in the leaſt difler from it, they are pronounced not to be of it, for op- 
poſing the determinations of it. And yct, notwithſtanding, the violence 
and fraud uſed in your Church to preſerve its Unity, the world is alarm'd 
with the noiſe of its Diſlentions, and the increaſe of the differing partics, 
who manage their Conteſts with great heats and animoſities againſt cach 
other, under all the great pretences of your Vity. I cannot but there- 
fore judge it a very prudent expreſflion of his Lordſhip, That as the Church 
of England is ot ſuch a Shrew to her Children, as to deny her bleſſing, or de- 
nonnce an Anathema againſt them, if ſome peaceably diſſent in ſome particu- 
lars remeter from the Foundation : $0, if the Chnrch of Rome, ſince ſbe 
grew 
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grew to her greatneſs, had not been ſo fierce in this courſe, and too particular 
in determming too many things, and making them matters of necejſary be- 
lief, which had gone for many hundred of years before, only for things of pious 
Opinion, Chriſtendom (1 perſwade my ſelf ) had been in happier Peace at this 
day, then, Tdoubt, weſhall ever liveto ſee it. Ardit isan excellent rea- 
ſon you give, why the Church of Rome doth impolc her Dodtrine on the 
whole world, under pain of damnation ; becan/e 7t is not in her power to do 
otherwiſe. There 1s little hopes then of amendment in her, if ſhe thinks ſo. 
But, you tell us, Chriſt hath commanded her to do it. What hath he com- 
mloded her to do? to add to his Doctrine by making things nccellary, 
which he never made to be ſo? Is it in that place, where he bids the 
Aftoſtles, to teach all that he commanded them.that he gives power to the 
Church, to teach more than he commanded : But this is a new kind of S#- 
pererogation, to make more Articles of Faith, than ever men required to 
make, Where ſtill is this Command extant in Scripture & Not ſure any 
where, but in that moſt appoſite place produced to that, and all other 
g60d purpoſes which have nothing elſe to prove them 3, even Dic Ercleſie, 
If he will not hear the Church, let hin be to thee as a Heathen and a Publican ; 
therefore the Church of Rome 1s commanded by Chriſt, to impolc her Do- 
Grine on the whole Chxrch, upon pain of damnation, Sure you will pro- 
nounc? men ob({tirate, that dare in the leaſt queſtion this, aſter ſo 1rre- 
fragable a demonſtration of it. And you may well cry, £cripture 1s not 
fitto decide Controverſies, when you conlider the lame Conſequences you, 
above all men.,derive from it. 

His Lordſhip ſhews the Moderation of the Church of England, even in 
that Caron which A. C. looks on as the molt ſevere, where the pronoun- 
ces Excommunication on ſuch as athrm, that the Articles are in any part 
ſuperſtitious or erronious, &*c. by theſe things. 1. That it is not meant of 
mens private judgements, but of what they boldly and publickly affirn. 2. That 
it js one thing to hold contrary to ſome part of an Article; and anotherp ,oſitive- 

'lyto afjoren, That the Articles in any part are ſuperſtitious or erronions. 2. The 
Church of England doth this only for thirty nine Article s; but the Church of 
Rome doth it, for above a hundred in matter of Dofrine. 4. The Church of 
England zever declared, That every one of her Articles are Fundamental in 
the Faith, but the Church of Rome requires, that all be believed as Funda- 
mental, when once the Church hath determined them. 5. The Church of Eng- 
land preſcribes only to her own Children, and by thoſe Articles provides but 
for her own peaceable conſent in thoſe DoFrines of Truth. But the Church of 
Rome ſeverely 3zpoſes her DoFrine upon the whole world, under pain of dam- 
ration, Toall theſe very conſiderable Inſtances of our CExrches Modera- 
tion, your Anſwer is, The Oweſt;on is not, Whether the Engliſh Congrega- 
tion, or the Roman Church be more ſevere ; but, Whether the Englith Prote- 
ſtants Severity be not unreaſonable ;, ſuppoſing ſhe be ſubje@ to errour, in defi- 
ning thoſe Articles, For after mary words, tothe ſame, z. e. little purpole, 
the realon you give for it. is, That every juſt Excommunication inflited for 
oppoſing of Doctrine, muſt neceſſarily ſuppoſe the Dodtrine oppoſed to be infal- 
libly true, and abſolutely exempt from errour;, otherwiſe the Sentence it ſelf 
would be unreaſonable and unjuſt, as wanting ſuſf:cient ground. From whence 
you charge Proteſtants with greater Tyranny and Tnjuſtice towards their 
people, than they can with any colour or pretence of reaſon, charge up- 
on the Roman Church, which excommunicates no man, but tor denying 
luch Doctrine as is both infallibly True, and alſo Fundamental, at leaſt as to 
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its formal Obje&.This is the {trength of all you ſay, which will be reduced 
to this ſhort Queſtion, Whether the proceedings of that Chih be more 
unreaſonable, which excommunicates ſuch as openly oppole her Do&trine, 
ſuppoſing her Fallible; or of that Church, which excommunicates all why 
will not believe whatever ſhe defines to be Ifal/ibly true. T his is the tiuc 
State of the Controverſie, which muſt be judged by the refolving another 
Queſtion, Whether it be pot a more unreaſonable Uſarpation, to bind 
men upon pain of damnation hereafter, and excommunication hereto be. 
lieve every _ Infallible which a Church defines, or to bind mcn to 
peace to a Churches Determinations, reſerving to men the liberty of their 
judgements, on pain of Excommunication, if they violate that peace, 
For it is plain on the one ſide, where a Church pretends Infallibility, the Ex- 
communication is directed againſt the perſons tor retuſing: to give Drtcr- 
al Aſſent to what ſhe defines : But, where a Church doth not pretend to 
that, the Excommunication reſpects wholly that Overt AF, whereby the 
Churches Peace is broken. And if a Church be bound to look to her own 
Peace, no doubt ſhe hath power to excommunicate {uch as openly violate 
the bonds of it ; which is only an Ac of Caution in a Church, to preſerve 
her ſelf in Unity; but where 1t is given out, that the Church is Infallible, 
the Excommunication muſt be ſo much the more unreaſonable, becauſe it 
is againſt thoſe Internal As of the mind, over which the Church, as ſuch, 
hath no direct power. And thus, I hope, you ſee how much more juſt 
and reaſonable the proceedings of our Church are then of yours; and that, 
co nomine, becauſe ſhe pretends to be infallible, and ours doth not. 

His Lordſhip ſhews further in Vindication of the Church of England, and 
her grounds of Faith, that the Church of England grounded her Poſitive Ar- 
ticles upon Scripture; and her Negative do refute there, where the thing af- 

firmed by them, is not affirmed by Scripture, nor diredtly tobe concluded out 

of it. And this (he faith) is the main principle of all Proteſtants, that $cri- 
pture is ſufficient to Salvation, and contains in it all things neceſſary to it, 
The Fathers are plain, the Schoolmen not ſtrangers in it. And Stapleton him- 
ſelf confeſſes as much. Nay, and you dare not deny it, as to all material 
Obje&s of Faith, and your formal here ſignifies nothing. And when 
A.C. ſaith, That the Church of England grounded her Poſitive Articles upon 
Scripture, if themſelves may be Judges in their own cauſe. His Lord(hip an- 
ſwers, Weare contented to be judged by the joynt and conſtant belief of the 
Fathers, which lived within the firſt four or frue hnndred years after Chriſt, 
when the Church was at the beſt, and by the Councils held within thoſe times, 
and to ſubmit to them in all thoſe Points of DoFrine. This Offer you grant to 
be very fair, and you do. for your ſelves, promiſe the ſame, and ſay, Tou will 
make it good upon all occaſions, Which we ſhall have tryal of before the 
end of this Book. To what his Lordſhip faith, concerning the Negative 
Articles.,That they refute where the thing affirmed by them: is either not affirmed 
in Scripture, or not direFly to be concluded ont of it. A. C. replies, That 
the Baptiſm of Infants is not expreſly (at leaſt not evidently ) affirmed in Scri- 
pture, not direaly ( at leaſt not demonſtratively) concluded ont of it. Here 
two things his Lordſhip anſwers. 1. To the Expreſſwoz, 2. To the thing. 

1. To the Fxpreſſion; That he is 10 way ſatisfied with A. C. tis addition 
(ot expreſly, at leaſt not evidently : ) for (faith he) What means he ? If he 
ſpeak of the letter of Scriptnre, then whatſoever is expreſly, is evidently in 
the Scripture, and ſo his addition is in vain, If he ſpeak of the meaning of 
Scripture, then his addition is cunning. For many things are expreſly in 
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Scripture, which yet in their meaning are not evidently there, And, as little 
fatisfied his Lordſhip declares himſelf,with that other(7or dire&ly,at leaſt 
not demonſtratively, ) becauſe many things are diretly concluded, which 
are not demonſiratively. To the firſt you anſwer, That a Point may be ex- 
pref get not evidently expreſt; otherwiſe there could be no doubt concerning 
what were expreſt in yonged.) ape: men never queſtion things that are evi- 
dent. Now, ſay you, the Baptiſm of Infants muſt not only be expreſt., but evi- 
dently expreſt, to prove it ſufficiently, 1. e. undeniably, by Scripture alone. But 
the Queſtion being concerning matters of DoFrine, and not meer words, 
thoſe things are expreſy affirmed, which are evidently, and no other : For 
itis one thing for words to be expreſſy in Scripture, and another for Do- 
Frines to be ſo. For theſe latter are no further expreſly affirmed there, 
than as there is evidence, that the meaning of ſuch words doth contain 
ſuch a DoFrine in them. As to take your own Inſtance, This 3s #y Body, 
we grant the words to be expreſs; but we deny, that which he had then in 
his hands was his real Body: (for his hands were = of his real Body ) 
Now, we do not ſay, That the Dod@rine of Tranſubſtantiation is expreſly, 
but not evidently contained here z for, we fay, The DoGrine is not there 
at all, but only that thoſe are the expref words ; This is my Body ;, as it is 
in other figurative expreſſions in Scripture, But that which cauſcth this 
litigation about words, is, That you look upcn that which is evidezt and 
andeniable to be all one, whereas there may be ſuffrcr1ent evidence, where 
all men arc not perſwaded by it. And ſo you would put his Lordſhip 
to piove out of Scripture, $6 ona 2.4 evidently and emonſtratively, i.e. 
wndeniably whereas his Lordſhip ſuppoſeth it enough tor his purpole, t9 
prove it by ſuch ſufficient evidence, as may convince any reaſonable man, 
And this was all his Lordſhip meant, when he ſaid,That otrNegative Articles 
de refute, where the thing is not affirmed in Scripture, or not direly con- 
cluded out of it. And, if you will ſtand to the ſtrict icnſe of theſe words, 
you will be forced to prove all thoſe Dofrines of your Church, which ours 
denies to be true, ſo evidently and demonſtratively, i. e. undeniably, as you 
would put him upon for the proof of Infant-Baptiſnr, 

To leave therefore this verbal diſpute, and come to the thing: His 
Lordſhip faith, That it may be concluded diretly out of Scripture, That In- 
fants ought to be baptized, &c, For which, he inſiſts 0x two places of Scri- 
ture, Joh. 3. 8. Except a man be born again of Water, and of the Spirit, &c. 
which being interpreted according to the ſenſe of the Fathers, and the Ancient 
Church, and as your own party acknowledge it ought to be interpreted, do evi- 
dently aſſert Infant-Baptiſm. By which, your exception of a Pelagian Ana- 
baptiſt, who denies Original ſin, and from thence ſaith, That Infants cannot 
be born again, is taken away ;, for the ſame Tradition of the Ancient Church, 
which trom hence inferrs the Baptiſm of Infants, doth it upon that 
ground, becauſe they are guilty of Original ſin, as you might have ſeen by his 
Lordſhip's Citations to that purpole. The other place he inſiſts on, is, 
Ad. 2.38, 39. which, by the acknowledgement of Ferws and Salmeron, 
holds for Infant-Baptiſzr. But, when you ſay, That you would not weaker 

the Argument, from Joh. 3. for Infant-Baptiſnr; becauſe you only would ſhew, 
that it cannot be proved demonſtratively from Scripture alone, againſt aper- 
verſe Heretick: You ſeem not much to conſider what thoſe perverſe, Here- 
ticks (as you call them ) hold as to Infant-Baptiſm, which is, not meerly 
that Infart-Baptiſm is not commanded in Scripture, but that it 1s a _ 
wnlawful, as being a perverting of the Inſtitution of Chriſt, asto the ſubje - 
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of Baptiſer. For the main Queſtion between us and the Aztipedobaptiſts, 
5s not,concerning an abſolute and expreſs command tor Baptizing Infants; 
but whether our Bleſſed Saviour hath not by a politive Precept to deter- 
mined the ſubject of Baptiſm ; viz. adult perſons proteiling the Faith, that 
the alteration of the ſubjeft, viz. ix Baptizing Infants, be not a deviation 
from,and perverlion of the 1»ſtitution of Chriſt in a ſubſtantial part of it; or 
in ſhort thus, whgther our $aviour hath ſo determined the ſubject of Bap- 
tiſm, as to exclude farts. And although,the queſtion being thus ſtated, 
the proof ought to lye on thoſe who affirm it, yet taking in only the help 
of Scripture and reaſon, it were no difficult matter to prove directly and 
evidently, that _ are fo far from being excluded Baptiſnr by the 1n- 
ſtitution of Chrisf, that there are as many grounds as are necellary to a 
matter of that nature, to prove that the Baptizing them is ſuitable tothe 
Inſtitution of Chriit, and agreeable to the Sfate of the Church under the 
Goſpel. For,ifthere were any ground to exclude them, it mult be either 
the incapacity of the ſubjeF, or tome expreſs precept and Inſtitution of our 
Saviour. But neither of theſe can be ſuppoſed to do it. 
x1. Not incapacity as to the ends of Baptiſm - for clearing which, 
theſe two things wee” ns premiſed : 1. That the rule and meaſure, as to the 
uſe and capacity of Divine Tnſiitutions.s to be fetched ſrom the end of them, 
For, this was the ground of the Circumciſion of the Proſelytes under the 
Law : and this was the way the Apoſtles did interpret Chriſts Commiſſion 
for Baptizing all Nations, as to the capacity of the ſubjects of it, As 
IO. 47. Can any man forbid water, that theſe ſhould not be Baptized, which 
have received the Holy Ghoſt, as well as we : where the queſtion was con- 
cerning the ſubjeF of Baptiſzr. For it might be made evident, that the 
Apoſtles at firſt did interpret their Commiſſion of Baptizing all Nations, 
only of the Jews of all Nations © for after that, St. Feter looked on the 
Gentiles as unclean : and the Dilciples at Jeruſalex: charged St. Peter with 
It,as a great fault, for going i to men uncircumciſed, Acts 11.3. Therefore 
we ſee when the queſtion was concerning the ſbje& of Baptiſm ; the only 
Argument is drawn from the deſign and ends of it ; that they who were 
capable of the thing ſignified ought not to be denyed the ule of the ſign. 
And thus by a parity of reaſon built on equal grounds, thoſe who are 
capable of the great things reprelented in Baptiſm and confirmed by it, 
viz, Gods pardoning grace, and acceptation to eternal life, ought not to be 
denyed the external fign, which is Baptiſm it felt. And therefore, 
2. Where there is a capacity as to the main ends of an Inſtitution, an incap- 
city as to ſome ends doth not exclude from it. As is moſt evident in the 
Baptiſm of our Bleſſed Saviour, in whom wasa greater incapacity as to the 
main ends of Baptilm,then poſſibly can be in farts; for his Baptiſzz could 
not at all be for the remijſon of ſims. Now we ſce, although there were 
but one end, and that a very general one mentioned, That he ntight fulfil 
all righteouſneſs, Matth. 3. 15. yet we ſee, that was ſufficient to perlwade 
John to Baptize him. Whereby we ſce evidently in this practiſe of our 
Saviour built on a general and common ground, that a capacity as to one 
end of a poſitive 1ſtitution,is ſufficient to make ſuch a practice lawful, and 
in ſome cales a duty. 
Theſe two general Prixciples being laid down 3 'it were eafie to ſhew, 
1. That what incapacity there is in 1zfarts, is not deſtructive of the 
main ends of Baptilm; which is chicfly thought to be the incapacity of 
underſtanding the nature or ends of the Inſtitxtion 5 and if that exclude, 
it 
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it muſt either-be, that it is a thing repugnant to reaſon, that any Divine 
Inſtitution ſhould be applyed to perſons uncapable of underſtanding the 
nature and ends of it, which would highly retle& on the wiſdome of God 
in appointing Circumciſion for Children eight dayes old, who were cer- 
tainly as uncapable of underſtanding the ends of that, as our Children are 
of Baptiſm 3 or elle, that there is ſome peculiarity in the Inſtitution of 
Baptiſm, which muſt exclude them from it under the Goſpel : which that 
there is not,will appear preſently. we £3 

2. That there is a capacity in Infants as to the main ends of Baptiſm, 
which haveeither an aſpect from God to us, in regard of its Iſtitution, or 
from us to God, in regard of our #zdertaking it. Now the chief ends of 
a Divine Inſtitution as fuch,are ſxch as reſpect Gods Intention in it towards 
us, in which reſpect it is properly a gz: 3 but as it reſpects God from us, it 
is properly a Ceremony betokening our profeſſion and reſtipulation to- 
wards God. Now the ends of it as aſigr, are to repreſent and exhibit to 
us the nature of the grace of the Goſpel as.1t cleanſeth and purifieth, and to 
confirm the truth of the Covenant on Gods part, and to enſtate the par- 
takers of it inthe priviledges of the Church of God; now as to all theſe 
ends, there is no incapacity in 1z5a#ts to exclude them from Baptiſm, be- 
cauſe of them. So that nothing can ſecm wanting of the exds of Baptiſm, 
but that which ſeems moſt Ceremonial in it, which is the perſonal reſtipn- 
lation, which yet may reaſonably be ſupplyed by Sperſors, lo far asto 
make it of the nature of a ſolemn Contra# and Covenant 1n light of the 
Congregation. Thus far it appears from Scripture and Reaſon, that no 
incapacity in Infants doth exclude them from Baptiſm. 

2. That th:re is no dire& or conſequential prohibition made by our 
Bleſſed Saviour to exclude them. For granting that he had the power to d 
limit and determine the ſubject of Baptiſm, the queſtion is, Whether he 
hath ſo far done it as tocxclude infants * And nothing of that nature is 
pretended, before the laſt Commitlion given to the Apoſtles, of Teaching 
and Baptizing all Nations, Matth. 28.19. And that by this expreſſion 
there is no excluſion of h_ will appear 3 1. If our Savioxr had in- 
tended the gathering'of Churches among the Gertiles according to the Law 
of Moſes, he could hardly have expretled it after another manner then 
thus, Go Proſelyte all Nations, Circumciſing them. Now I appeal to an 
mans judgement and reaſon, whether in ſuch words it could 14 imagined, 
that the Infants of ſuch Gentile-Proſelytes ſhould be excluded Circumciſi- 
on; and what reaſon can there be then from thete words to imagine,that. 
our Saviour did intend to exclude the Infants of Gentile-Converts from 
Baptiſm? 2. Wemulſt conſider,what apprehenſions thoſe whom our $4- 


| viour direftcd thele words to,viz. the Apoſtles,had concerning the Church- 
; ſtate of ſuch as-were in an external Covenant with God, which =_ 
f meaſured by the general reaſon of that Coverart which God made wit 


the Jews; Can we then think, that when our Saviozr bid the Apoſtles ga- 
ther whole Nations into Churches, they ſhould imagine the Infants were 
excluded out of it, when they were lo ſolemnly admitted into it, in that 
dilpenfation which was in uſe among them ? 3. The Gentiles being now 
to be firſt Proſe/yted to Chriſtianity, the order of the words was neceſlary: 
tor whoever imagined, but that ſuch as were wholly ſtrangers to Chriſt 
anity, as thoſe were whom Chriſt there ſpeaks of, were to be firſt taught, 
Fr or dilcipled, before they were to be Baptized 2 For ſuppole,it ſhould be 
faid to ſuch perſons among whom Infant Baptiſer is the moſt uſed, Go and 
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Diſciple the Indians, Baptizing them, &c. Could any one conceive* the in- 
tention of ſuch a Commiſſion was to exclude the Infants of all thoſe 
Indians from Baptiſm, when it was well known that Tnfant-Baptiſm wa, 
uſed among thoſe who came with that Commiſſion ? And therefore nej. 
ther theſe words here, nor thoſe Mark. 16. 16. He that believeth ard is 
Baptized, &c. can in reaſon be fo interpreted as to exclude Infants, when 
the meer order of nature, and neceflity of the thing, requires that thoſe 
who firſt own Chriſtianity by being Baptized, ought, before ſuch Baptiſny, 
not only to believe, but to make protetſion of that Faith ; but this reach. 
eth not at all to the caſe of ſuch Tzfarts as are born of thoſe perſons. For 
if any one had ſaid to Abraham, He that believes, and is rol an, ſhallbe 


ſaved, Could it have been lo cars 1g” that the intention was to ex- 


clude his Children from Circamciſpon £ No more ought theſe words of 
our Saviour be {trained to a greater prejudice of the right of 7fats ty 
Baptiſm, then thoſe other ro their right of Circumcition. And thus far 
we lee there is no ground from Scriptares,or Reaſon, why Infants ſhould be 
excluded. 

And, were it not too large a Digreſſion, I might further ſhew hoy 
ſuitable the Baptiſm of Tzfarts is to the adminiſtration of thing; 
under the Goſpel ; but I ſhall only propound ſome contiderations concern- 
ing it. 1. Thatifithad been Chriſts intention to exclude Infants, where 
had been far greater reaſon for an expreſs prohibition ; then of an ex- 
prels command, if his intention were to air them : becauſe this was 
ſuitable to the general grounds of Gods diſpenſation among them before, 
2. It is very hard to conceive that the Apoſtles thought Intants excluded 
by Chriſt, when after Chriſts Aſcenſion they looked on themlelves as bound 


@ to obſerve the Fewiſh cxſtomes, even when they had Baptized many thou- 


ſand people. 3.1f admiſſion of 1fants to Baptilm were a meer Relick of 
Judaiſm, it ſeems ſtrange that none of the Judaizing Chriſt;ans ſhould 
be charged with it, who yet are charged with the obſcrvation of other 
Judaical rites. 4. Since the JewiſhC rriſtians were ſo much offended at 
the neglect of Circumciſion, As 21. 21. Can we in reaſon think rhey 
ſhould quietly bear their Chz/d4rens being wholly thrown out of the 
Church; as they would have been, if neither admitted to Eircumcilion 
nor Baptiſm? 5. Had it been contrary to Chriſts Inſtitution, we ſhould 
not have had ſuch-cyidence of its early practice in the Church as we have, 
And herel acknowledge the uſe of Apoſtolical Tradition to maniteſt thi 
tous; In which ſenſe I acknowledge what St. _ laith, That the cuſtom 
of our mother the Church is not to be contenmed or thought ſuperfluous, ncitter 
z5 it to be believed but as an Apoſtolical Tradition, For that the words are 
to be read ſo, (and not, as you tranllate thqn, or at all to be believed un- 
lf it had been an Apoſtolical Tradition, trom thence inferring, that Infant: 
Bapliſzz were a0t to be believed at all, but for Tradition ) appears by three 
ancient Manuſcripts at Oxford, as well as the courle of the ſentence, and 
St. Auſtins judgement \n other places, 27z. that it ought to be read, Nec 
ormind credenda niſft Apoſtolica traditio eſſe, and not effet. But we grant 
that the praCtice of the C-vrch from Apoſtolical times is a great confirmati- 
Gn, that it was never Chriſts intention to have Infants excluded front 
Baptiſm. And thus much may luftice to (ſhew, what evidence we have 
from Scripture and Reaſor,without recuurle wholly to Tradition,or build- 
ing upon any more controverted places,to juſtific the Churches prattice in 
Infant-Baptiſm, which is as milth as 1s necellary for us to do, What fol- 
lows 
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Chap. V. T he Romaniſts way, &c. 


Lows cpncerning the founding Divine F aith on Apoſtolical Tradition, will 
be fully conſidered in the ſucceeding Cortroverſie concerning the reſolution 
of Faith, to which we now haſten. 
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C H A P« V, 
The Romaniſts way of Relolving Faith. 


The ill conſequences of the reſolution of F aith by the Churches Tfallibility, 
The grand Abſurdities of it, manifeſted by its great unreaſonableneſs in ma- 
ny particulars. The certain Foundations of Faith unſettled by it, as is 
largely proved. The Circle unavoidable by their new attempts. The im- 
polſibilrty of proving the Church Infallible by the way that Moles, Chrit, 
and his Apoſtles were proved to be 0, of the Motives of Credibility, and 
how far they belong to the Church. The difference between Science and 
Faith conſidered, and the new art of mens believing with their wills, The 
Churches teſtimony muſt be,according to their principles the formal obje of 
Faith. Of their eſteem of Fathers, Scripture, and Councils, The rare 
diftinilions concerning the Churches infallibility diſcuſſed. How the Church 
can be Tnfallible by the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, yeP not divinely Infalli- 
ble, but in a manner and after a ſort. T. C. applauded for his excellent 
faculty in contradifing himelf. 


E that hath a mind to betray an exce/ent Cauſe, may more advan- 
þ tagiouſly do it, by bringing weak and inſufficient Evidences for it, 
then by the greateſt heat and vigour of Oppoſition againſt it. For there 
cannot poſſibly be any greater prejudice done to a weighty and important 
truth, then to perlwade men to believe it on ſuch grounds, which are, if 
not abſolutely talſe, yet much more diſputable then the thing it ſelf; For 
hcreby the minds of men are taken off from the native evidence, which 
the truth enquired after offers to them,and build their aflent upon the cer- 
tainty of the wedinm's ſuggeſted as the only grounds to eſtabliſh a firm 
allent upon. By which means, when upon ſevere enquiry, the falfity and 
inſufficiency of thole grounds is diſcovered, the perſorlo diſcovering lyes 
under a dangerous temptation of calling into queftoz the truth of that, 
which he finds he aflented to upon grounds apparently weak and infufti- 
cient, ag the more refined and ſubtle the ſpeculations are, the more 
ſublime and myſtcrious the matters believed 3 the greater ſtill the danger 
of Lcepticiſnr is, upon a dilcgvery of the unloundnefs of thole principles 
which ſuch things were belicved upon. Eſpecially,if the more confident 
and Magiſterial party of thoſe who protels the belief of luch things, do 
with the greateſt hcat decry all other waycs as uncertain, and obtrude 
theſe principles upon the world, as the only ſure foundation tor the belief 
of them. It was anciently a great queſtion among the Philoſophers, whe- 
ther there were ar\ certainty in the principles of knowledge; or,ſuppoſing 
certainty in things, whether there were any undoubted 1rieve, Or rules to 
obtain this certainty of knowledge by : It then any one Sed of Philoſo- 
}kers ſhould have undertaken to prove the certainty that was in kxowledge 
upon this account, becaule 'whatever their Sed or Party delivered was in- 
fallibly true 3, they had not only ſhametully beg'd the thing in diſpute, bur 
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made it much more lyable to queſtion then before. Becaule every errour 
diſcovered in that Se, would not only prove the fondneſs and arrogance 
of their pretence of being Infallible; but would.to all ſuch as believed the 
certainty of things on the authority of their Sec, be an argument to diſ: 
prove all certainty of knowledge, when they once diſcovered the errours 
of thoſe whoſe authority they relyed upon. Juſt ſuch 1s the cale of the 
Church of Rome in this preſent Controverſie concerning the Reſolution of 
Faith, The queſtion is, WBat the certain grounds of our aſſent are to the 
principles and rule of Chriſtian Religion ? the Romaniſts pretend,that there 
can be no ground of True andeDivine Faith at all, but the Infallible teſti- 
mony of Their Church ; let then any rational man judge, whether this be 
not the moſt compendious way to overthrow the belief of Chriſtianity in 
the world? For our aſſent muſt be wholly fuſpended upon that ſuppoſed 
Infallibility, which when once it falls (as it unavoidably, doth upon the 
diſcovery of the leaſt errour in the doctrine of that Church) what becomes 
then of the belief of Chriſtianity which was built upon that, as its only 
ſure foundation ? So that it is hardly imaginable, there could be any de- 
fign more really deſtructive to Chriſtzanity, or that hath a greater tenden- 
cy to Atheiſmthen the modern pretence of Infallibility, and the Jeſuits way 
of reſolving Faith, | 
Which was the reaſon why his Lordſhip was ſo unwilling to engage in that 
Controverſie, How w#know the Scriptures to be the Werd of God : not out of 
any diſtruſt he had of folving it upon Proteifart Principles, as you vainl 
ſuggeſt; nor out of any fears of being lett himſelf in that Labyrinth, 
which after all your endeavours you have loſt your ſelf and your caxje in ; 
as appears by your attempting this way, and that way to get out, and at 
laſt ſtanding in the very middle of that circle you thought your ſelf out 
of. If his Lordſhip thought this more a queſtion of curioſity then neceſſity, 
it was becaule out of his great Charity he ſuppoſed them to be Chriſtians 
he had to deal with. But if his charity were therein decezved, you ſhall 
fee how able we are to make good the grounds of our Religion againſt all 
Adverſaries, whether Papiſis or others. And fo far is the anlwering of 
this queſtion from waking the weakneſs of our cauſe appear, that I doubt not 
but to make it evident that our cauſe ſtands upon the ſame grounds which 
our common Chriſtianity doth; and that we are Proteſtants by the ſame 
reaſon that we are Chriſtzans. And on the other fide, that you are fo 
far frem giving any true grounds of Chriſtian Faith, that nothing will more 
advance the higheſt Srepticiſm and Trreligion, then fuch Principles as you 
infiit on for reſolving Faith. 'The true reaſon then, why the, Archbſhop 
declared any unwillingneſs to enter upon this diſpute, was not the leaſt 
apprehenſion how inſuperably nard the reſolution of this queſtion was, (as you 
pretend) but becauſe of the great miſchief your Party had done in ſtart- 
ing ſuch queſtions you could not reſolve with any fatisfaCtion to the 
common reaſon of mankind 3 and that you run your ſelves into ſuch a 
Circle im which you conjure up more Spirits then cver you are able to /ay, 
by giving thoſe advantagesto Infidelity, which all your Sophiſtry can ne- 
ver anſwer on thoſe principles you go upon. That this was the true 
ground of his Lordſhip's ſeeming averſeneſs from this Controverhie, ap- 
pears by his plain words, where hetclls you at firſt, of the danger of mens 
being x into infidelity by the Circle between Scripture and Tradition, 
and by his expreſſmg his ſenje of the great harm you have done by the ſtarting 
of that queſtion among Chriſtians, How we know the Scriptures to be = 
Wor 
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Word of God. But although in this reſpect he might be ſaid to be draw 
into it, yet leſt you ſhould think his averſeneſs argued any conſciouſneſs 
of his own inability to anſwer it, you may ſee how cloſely he follows it; 
with what care and accuracy he handles it, with what ſtrength of reaſon 
and evidence he hath diſcovered the weaknels of your way, which he 
hath done with that ſucceſs, that he hath put you to miſeraule ſhifts to 
avoid the force of his arguments, as will appear afterwards. I am there- 
fore fully of his mind, that it is a matter of ſuch conſequence it deſerves to be 
ſifted, were it tor noother cnd, but to lay open the juglings and impoſtures 
of your way of reſolving Faith. ; 

Which we now come more cloſely to the diſcovery of; for, as you tell 
us, The Biſhop proponnding diverſe wayes of reſolving the Queition, firſt falls 
to the attaquing your way, who prove it by Tradition and authority of the 
| Church, And his firſt onſet is fo ſucceſsful that it makes you viſibly 

 recoyle, and withdraw your ſelf into fo untenable a Shelter as expoſeth 
> youtoalltheattempts which any adverfary would defire to wake upon 

'0u. For, whereas you are charged by his Lordſhip with running into the 
moſt abſurd kind, of argumentation, viz. by proving the Scriptures infallible 
by Tradition, and that Tradition infallible by Scripture you think to 
eſcape that Circle? by telling us, That you prove not the Churches Infallibility 
by the Scripture, but by the motives of credibility belonging to the Church. 
This then being your main principle which your tollowing diſcourſe is 
built upon, and in your judgement the ozly probable way to avoid the Circle, 
that you may not think I am afraid of encountering you in your greateſt 
ſtrength, I dare put the illue of the caule upon this Promile, that (beſides 
the weak proofs you bring for the thing it ſelf, which ſhall after be con- 
ſidered) if this way of yours be not chargeable with all the abſurdities 
ſuch an attempt is capable of, I will be content to acknowledge what you 
ſay tobe true, which is, That your way of reſolving Faith hath no difficulty 
at all. and that ours is inſuperably hard, which I think are as hard terms as 
can be impoſed upon me. Now there are two grand Abſurdities, which 
any vindication ot an Opinicn are ſubject to; firſt, If it be manifeſtly un- 
reaſonable,and,2.If ſuppoſing it true,zt doth not effet what it was intended for: 
now theſe two I undertake to make good again(t this way of your reſolving 
Faith, that it is guilty cf the higheſt unreaſonableneſs ; and that,fuppoſing 
It true, you are 1na circle as much as before. 

1. Firſt, I begin with the azreaſorableneſs of it, which iso great, that I 
know not, whether I may abſtain from calling it ridiculoxs ; but, that I 
may not ſeem to follow you, in atlerting confidently,and proving weakly, 
it will be neceſlary throughly to examine the grounds on which your 
opinion ſtands, and then raiſe our batteries againſt it. Three grand priz- 
ciples your diſcourle relyes upon, which are your poſtulata in order to the 
rclolving Faith. 

I. That it isncceſlary tothe believing the Scriptures to be the Word of 
a "oh Divine Faith, that it be built on the infallible teſtimony of the 
Church, 

2. That your Church is that Catholick Church whole teſtimony 1s In- 
fallible, 

- 3. That this Infa/ibility is to be known and aflented toupon the avo- 
tives of credibility. Thele three, I ſuppoſe, it your confuſed diſcourſe 
were reduced to method, would be freely acknowledged by your {elf 


to be the Principles on which your reſolution of Faith depends. And al- 
though 
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though I am — aſſured ofthe falſeneſs of your two firſt Princip les 
(as will appear in the equel of this diſcourſe) yer that which I have now 
particularly undertaken, is, the azreaſonableneſs of reſolving Faith upon 
theſe Principles taken together, viz. That the Infallible Teſtimony of your 
Church, is the only Foundation for Divine Faith; and that this Infallib ility 
can be known only by the Motives of Credibility. If then in this way of re. 
ſolving Faith, you require Aſſcnt beyond all proportion of evidence, it you run 
into the ſame Abſurdities you would ſeem to avoid, if you leave men more un. 
certain in their Religion than you found them ; you cannot certainly excuſe 
this way from axreaſonableneſs, and each of theſe I undertake to make 
good againſt this way of yours, whereby you would-afjure men of the 
Truth and Divinity of the Scriptures. 

I. An Aſjent is hereby required beyond all proportion or degree of evidence, 
for you require an 7zfalible Aſſent, only upon Probable grounds ; which is 
as much as requiring Infallibility in the concluſion, where the premiles are 
only probable. Now that you require an Aſtent 1-fa//ibleto the nature 
of Faith, appears by the whole ſeries of your Diſcourſe : for, to this ve- 
ry end yourequire infal/ibility in the Teſtimony of your Church, becauſe 
otherwiſe, you lay Our Faith would be uncertain ;, 1t is plain then, you re- 
quire an 1zrfa/ible Aſſent in Faith; and.it is as plain, that this Aſt, accord- 
ing to you, can be built only upon probable grounds, tor you acknowledge 
the motives of Credibility, to be no more than ſuch ; yet thole are all the 

rounds you give, why the Church ſhould be believed Infallible. If you 
5 That which makes the Aſſent Infallible, is, that Infallibility which it 
in the Churches Teftimony ;, I reply, That this is a moſt unreaſonable thing, 
to $O about to eſtabliſh an -fal/ible Aſſent, meerly becaufe the Teſtimony 
is ſuppoſed to be in it ſelf Imfa//ible: For, Aſert 1s not according to the 
Objedive Certitude of things, but the evidence of them to our Vrderſtand- 
ings, For, is it poſſible toaſlent tothe truth of a Demonſtration in a 
demonſtrative manner, becauſe any Mathematician tells one, The thi 
is demonſtrable? tor in that caſe the Aſezt is not according to the Evzdence 
ofthe thing, but according to the opinion ſuch a. perfon hath of him, 
who tells him, It is demonſtrable. Nay, ſuppoſing that perſon infalible 
in ſaying lo, yet if the other hath no means to be i»fallibly aſſured, that he 
is ſo; ſuch a ones Ajſert is as doubtful, as if he were not infallible : There- 
fore, ſuppoſing the Teſtizzony of your Church to be really infallible, yet 
ſince the Means of believing it are but probable and prudential, the Altent 
cannot be according to the zatnre of the Teſtzmony, conſidered in it ſelf, 
but according to the reaſors which induce me to believe ſuch a Teſtimo- 
ny infallible. And, in all ſuch caſes, where I believe one thing for the 
ſake of another, my Aſſet to the 0bjet believed, is according to my Af- 
ſent to the Aedinm on which I believe it 3 for by the means of thar, the 
other is conveycd to our minds. As our fight is not according to the light 
inthe body of the $xz, but that which preſſeth upon our Organs of ſenſe; 
So that, ſuppoſing your Chxrches Teſtimony to be in it ſelf i»falible, if one 
may be deceived 1n judging whether your Church be infallible or no, one 
may bedeceived in {ſuch things which he believes upon that ſuppoled 7» 
fallibility. It being an 1mpoſſibility, that the A/ſert to the matters of 
Faith, ſhould riſe higher, or ſtand firmer, than the Aflent to the Teſtimony 
1s, upon which thoſe things are believed. Now, that one may be de- 
ceived according to your own principles, in judging whether the Church 
be infalible, appears by this, That you have no other means to _ 
t 
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the tefallibility of your Church, but only probable and prudential Motives, 


For, I deſire/ro know, whether an Trfa/ible Aſert to the Infallibility of 
your Chnrch,\can be grounded on thoſe Motives of Credibility 2 If you at- 
firmit, then there can be no imaginable neceflity, to make the Teſtimrony 
ofyour Chureh infallible, in order to Divine Faith ; for you will not, E 
hope, deny, but that there are at leaſt equal Motives of Credibility, to 
prove the Divine Authority of the Scriptures, as the Tnfallibility of your 
Church; andif fo, why may not an Trfallible Aſſent be given to the Scri- 
ptures upon thole Motives of Credibility, as well as to your Churches Infal- 
libility? If you deny the Aflent built upon the Motives of Credibility to 
be Infallible;) how can you make the Aflent to your Churches Teſtimony 
to be infallible, when that Infallibility is attempted to be proved only by 
the Motives of Credibility ? And therefore it neceſlarily follows, That 

notwithſtanding your bearing it ſo high under the pretence of Infallibility, 
you leave mens minds much more wavering in their Afſent than before; 
in that, as ſhall afterwards appear, theſe very Motives of Credibility do not 
at all prove the 7rfallibility of your Church, which GEEY prove the 
Truth and Certainty of Chriſtian Religion, Thus, while by this device, 
you ſeek to avoid the Circle, you deſtroy theFoundation of your Dif- 
courſe, That there mnſt be an Infallible Aſſent to the truth of that Propoſetion, 
That the Scriptures are the Word of God (which you call Divine Faith) 
which, how can it be 7fallible, when that Tnfallibility, at the higheſt, 

by your own confeſſion, is but evidently credible, and fo, I fuppole the 

Antkority of the Scriptures is, without your Churches Tufallibility. 

And thus you ru into the ſame Abſurdities which you would ſeem to avoid, 
which is.the fecond thing, to manifeſt the unrealonableneſs of this way; 
for whatever Abſurdity you charge us with, for believing the De@rine of 
=; the tives of Credibility, unavoidably falls upon your ſelves 
for beheving the Churches Tnfallibility on the ſame grounds : for if we 
leave the Foundation of Faith uncertain, you do ſo toozif we build a Divine 
Faith upon Motives of Credibility, ſodo you; if we make every ones reaſor 
the Judge in the choice of kis Religion, fo muſt you be forced to do, if you 
underſtand the conſequence of your own principles, | 

1. Itis impoſſible for you to give a better account of Faith by the Infalli- 
bility of your Church, than we can do without it ;, for, it Divine Faith cannot 
be built upon the Xotives proving the Do@rine of Chriſt, what ſenſe or 
reaſon is there, that it ſhould be built on thoſe Motives which prove your 
Churches Infallibility ? lo that, if we leave the Foundation of Faith uncer- 
tain, you much more 3 and that I prove by a Rule of much Authority 
with you, by which you uſe ro pervert the weak judgements of ſuch, 
who in your cafe do not diſcern the Sophiſtry of it : Which is; when you 
come to deal with perſons, whom you hope to Proſelyte, you urge them 
with this great Principle, That Prudence is to be our Guide in the choice 
our Religion, and that Prudence dires us to chuſe the ſafeſt way, and that 
it is much ſafer to make choice of that way, which both ſides agree Salvation 
is to be obtained in, than of that which the other ſide utterly denies men can 
be ſaved in, How far this Rule will hold in the choice of Religion, will 
be examined afterwads : but if we take your word, that it is a ſure Rule; 
I know nothing will be more certainly advantagious tous, in ou preſent 
caſe, For both ſides, I hope, are agreed, that there are ſufficient Motives 
of Credibility, as to the belief of the Scriptures ;, but we utterly deny that 
there are avy ſuch 2/2tives as to the Trfallibility of your Church; it then 

| | certainly 
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certainly follows, That our way 1s themore __ and certain, and that 
we lay a ſurer F oundation for Faith, than you do upon your principles for 
reſolving Faith. ET: 

2. Either you muſt deny any ſuch thing as that you call, Divine Faith; of 
you mult aſſert, that it may have no other F oundation than the 3otives g 
Credibility, which yet is that, you would ſeem molt to avoid by intrody- 
cing the I»fallibility of your Church, that the Foundation of Faith may not be 
uncertain : whereas, ſuppoſifig what you deſire, you muſt of necetlicy dy 
that you would ſeem moſt fearful of, which is making a Divize Faith tg 
reſt upon prudential Motives, Which T thus prove : It is an undoubted 
Axiom among the great men of your ſide, That whatever is a Foundation 
for a Divine Faith, muſt it ſelf be believed with a firm, certain, and infallible 
Aſſent : Now, according to your principles, the 1fallibility of the Church, 
is the Foundation for Divine Faith; and therefore that muſt be believed 
with an Aſent Infallible. It is apparent then, an Aſert Infallible is requi- 
red, which is that which in other terms you call Divire Faith; now when 
you make it your buſineſs to prove the Churches Infallibility upon your 
prudential Motives, 1 ſuppoſe your deſign is by thole proofs, to induce men 
to believe it; and if men then do believe it upon thoſe Aotives, do you 
not found an Aſſert Infallible, or a Divine Faith,apon the 4otives of Cred.- 
bility And by the ſame reaſon that you urge againſt us the neceliity of 
believing the Scriptures to be the Word of God by Divine Faith, becaule it is 
theground why we believe the things contained in the Scripture, we prels 
on your ſide the neccſlity of believing the 1rfallibility of the Church by « 
Faith equally Divine, becauſe that is to you the =”y {ufticient Foundation 
of believing the Scriptures, or any thing contained in them. 

3. You make by this way of relolving Faith,every man's Reaſon the only 
Judge in the choice of his Religion : which you are pleaſed to charge on us 
as a great Abſurdrty : yet, you who have deſerved fo very il! of Reaſon, 
arc Pin to call in her beſt aſſiſtance in a caſe of the greateſt moment, wiz, 
On what ground we mnt believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God, You 
ſay, Becauſe the Church is infallible, which delivers them tous ; but how 
ſhould we come to know that ſhe is infallible 2 you tell us, By the Motives 
of Credibility; very good : But muſt not every ones realon judge whether 
thele Motives be credible or, no ? and whether they belong peculiarly to 
your Church, ſo as to prove the fallibility of it, as it is diſtin&t from all 
other ſocieties of Chriſtzaxs in the world? Youtell us indeed. That theſe 
Motives make it evidently credible; but muſt we believe it to be fo, be- 
cauſe ou ſay ſo 2 To; then the ground of belzeving is not the Credibility of 
the 1otives, but of your Teſtimony, and therefore you ought to make it 
evicently true, that whatever you ſpeak is undoubtedly true, which who- 
focyer reads your Book, will hardly be perſwaded to. So that of neceſ- 
ſity every mans reaſor mult be Judge, whether your Church be infallible or 
na 3 and thus atIlaſt you give Realon the Urzpirage in the choice of Reli- 
ZiI0n. And what is there more than this that we contend for ? If there 
be then any danger of Scepticiſm, a private ſpirit, or what other inconve- 
niencies you cbjc(t againſt our way of judging the truth of Kelgzon by 
the Uſe of R:aſon, it will fall much more heavily upon your ſelves, in thus 
way of bclicving the 1nfallibility of the Church cn the Motives of Credibi- 
lity. ThercforeTaflure you, it were much more conſonant to the prin- 
ciplcs of your party, to tell men, The ifallibility of your Church ought ta 
be taken for grauted, and that nen are damned for not believing it, — 
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reaſon be given for it, but only becanſe yeu ſay it (which is as much as to ſay, 
the reaſon of the Point is, It muſt needs be lo) then thus to expole it tothe 
ſcorn and contempt of the world, by oftering to prove it by your Motives 
of Credibility. For unawares you thereby give away the main of your 
Cauſe; for by the very offer of proving it, you make hizz whom you of- 
fer to prove lt to, judge whether thele- proofs be jufficient or no? and if he 
be capable to judge of his Gnide, certainly he may be of his Way too, con- 
fidering that he hath, according to us, an J-fallzble Ryle to judge of his 
Way; whereas, according to you, he hath but Prudential Aotives inthe 
choice of his Guide. Thus, by this Opinion of yours, you have gained 
thus much, That there is nothing ſo abſard, which you charge upon us, 
but it falls unavoidably upon your own head. 

By this way of reſolving Faith, you undermine it ; and leave a ſure Foun- 
dation for nothing but Scepticiſzrz which is the laſt thing to ſhew the great 
unreaſonableneſs of this way of yours,that when you are making us believe 
you are taking the greateſt care to make our Relzgion ſure, you cancel our 
beſt evidences, and produce nothing but crackt and broken titles, which 
will not ſtand any fair tryal at the bar of Reaſoz. And that you make the 
Foundations of Religion uncertain, [ offer to prove by the reaſor of the 
thing ; for, it you require that as necellary for Faith, which was never 
believed to be ſo, when the Doctrine of Faith was revealcd ; if upon the 
pretence of Infallibility you aſſert ſuch things, which deſtroy all the ra- 
tional evidence of Chriſt;an Religion, and if at laſt you are far from givin 
the leaſt ſatisfactory account concerning this infal/ibility of your F. as 
then certainly we may juſtly charge you with »ſetling the Foundations of 
Religion, 1n{tead of giving us a certain reſolution of Faith. 

I. Ton make that neceſſary to Faith, which was not looked on as ſuch, when 
the Dorine of the Goſpel was revealed and what other deſign can tuch a 
pretence ſeem to have, than to expole to contempt that Keligzoz which was 
not received by a true Divine Faith, becauſe it wanted that, which is now 
thought to be the only ſure Fonndation of Faith, viz. the Infallibility of the 
Church of Rome? What then will become of the Fazth of all thoſe who re- 
ceived Divine Revelations, without the infallible Teſtimony of any Church at 
all? With what Faith did the Diſciples of Chriſt at the time of his tuffer- 
ing, belicve the Divize Authority of the Old Teſtament * was It a true Di- 
vine Faith or not ? It it was, whereon was it built ? not certainly on the 
Infallible Teſtimony of the Jewiſh; Church,which at that time conſented tothe 
death of the Mecſſzas, condemning him as a maletactor and deceiver : Or 
did they believe it becauſe of that great Ratzonal Evidence they had to 
convince them, that thoſe Prophecies came from God # It lo, why may not 
we believe the Dzvinity of all the Scriptures on the lame grounds, and 
with a Divize Faith too? With what Faith did thoſe believe in the Mefſ- 

fas, who were net perſonally prelent at the Miracles which our Saviour 
wrought, but had them conveyed to them by luch reports asthe woman of 
' Samaria was to the Samaritans? Or wereall ſuch perſons exculed from 
believing, meerly becauſc they were not Spe&ators # But by the lame rea- 
ſon all thoſe would be excuſed, who never law our Saviour's miracles, or 
heard his Doctrine, or his Apoſtles - But if {uch perſons then were bound 
tobelicve, I ask, On what Teſtimony was their Faith founded 2 Was the 
woman of Samaria infallible, in reporting the diſcourle between Chriff and: 
her? Were all the perſons ifa/ible,who gave an account to others of what 
| Chriſt did ? yet, I fuppolc, had it been your own calc, you would have 
| Q 2 thought 
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thought your ſelf bound to have believed Chriſt to have been the Meſſrae, 
if you had lived at that time, and a certain account had been given you of 
our Saviorr's Dorine and Miracles by men faithful and honeſt, though 
you had noreaſon to have believed them i»fallible : I pray, Sir, anſiver 
me, would you have thought your ſelf bound to have believed, or no? 
If you affirm it (as I will ſuppoſe you ſo much a Chriſtian as to ſay fo) | 
pray then tell me, Whether perſons in thoſe circumſtances might not haye 
a true and Divine Faith, where there was no infallible Teſtimony, but only 
Rational Evidence to build it ſelf upon ? And it thole perſons might haye 
a Divine Faith upon ſuch evidence as that was, may not we much more, 
who have evidence of the ſame natare indeed, but much more extenſive, 
univerſal, and convincing than that was ? And how then can you ſtill aſſert 
an infallible Teſtimony of the conveyers of Divine Revelation, to be neceſi. 
ry to a Divine Faith? Nay further yet, How very few were there in com- 
pariſon, in the firſt Ages ofthe Chriſtian Church , who received the Do- 
Crine of the Goſpel from the mouths of perſons infallible? And of thoſe 
who did fo, what certain evidence have men, That all thoſe perſons did 
receive the Doctrine upon the account of the Ifal/ibzlity of the pro- 
pounders, and not rather upon the Rational Evidence of the Truth of the 
Do#rine delivered 3 and whether the belief of their 1nfa//ibility was ab- 
ſolutely neceſlary to Faith, when the report of the Eviderces of the Truth 
of the Doctrine might raiſe in them an obligation to believe, ſuppoſing 
them not ifa//ible in that delivery of it ; but that they looked on them ag 
honeſt men, who faithfully related, hat they had ſeer and beard, And 
this ſeems the more probable, in that the 4poſtles themſelves, in their un. 


doubtedly divine writings, do ſooften appeal to their own fufficiency and | 


7?ztegrity, without pleading ſo much their Infal/itility. S. John faith, That 
which we have ſeen and heard. and handled, declare we unto you. S, Peter 
appeals to his being az Eye-witneſs,to make it appear he delivered 20 can- 
ingly deviſed fables. S. Luke makes this a ground , That the things 
were ſurely belicyed, becauſe delivered from them who were Eye-witneſſes and 
Miniſters of the Word. If they inſiſted ſo nuuch upon this Rational Evi- 
dence, and (o ſparingly on their own T»fallibility; certainly they thought 
the one afforded not a good foundation for Faith, though the other, atter 
believing it, might highly advance it. And therefore I ſuggeſt not theſe 
things, in the leaſt, to queſtion the 7»fallibility of the apoſt es, but to let 
us ſee, that even at that time, when there was a certainly infallible Teſtimo- 
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2p, yet that is not urged as the only Foundation for Faith, but Kationa | 


Evidence produced even by thoſe perſons who were thus infallible. If 
we deſcend lower in the Chriſtzan Church, or walk abroad to view the ſe- 
veral Plantations of the Churches at that time, Where do we read or meet 
with the leaſt intimation of an i»fallible Teſtimony of the Catholick Church, 
ſocall'd from its Communion with that of Rozce? What infallible Teſtimo- 
ny of that Church had the poor Brittairrs to believe on? or thoſe Barbarian 
mentioned in Irene, who yet believed without a writtex word? What 
mention do we meet with,in all the ancientApologeticks of Chriſtians,where- 
in they give ſo large an account of the grounds of Chriſtian Faith, of the 
modern method for reſolving Faith? Nay,what one ancient F ather or Conn- 
cil give the leaſt countenance to this pretended Trfallibility, much leb 
make it the only ſure Foundation of Faith, as you do? Nay, how very few 
are there among your ſelves who believe it, and yet think themſelves ne- 


ver the worle Chriſtians for it ? If then your DoGrine be true, what be- 
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comes of the Faith of all thele perſons mentioned ? Upon your principles 
their Faith, could not be a true and Divine Faith ; that is, Let them all 
think they believed the DoGrine of Chriſt never ſo heartily, and obeyed it ne- 
wer ſo conſcientionſiy; yet becauſe they did not believe it on the Infallibility of 
our Church, their Faith was but a kind of guilded and ſplendid Infidelity, and 
none of them Chriſtians, becanſe not Jeſuits, And doth not this principle 
then tairly advance Chriſtianity in the world, when the belief of it comes 
to be {etled on Foundations never heard of in the beſt and puxeſt times of 
it ; nay, ſuch Foundations, as for want of their believing them, their 
Faith muſt be all in vain, and Chriſt dyed in vain fer them 2 

2. You aſlert ſuch things upon the pretence of Infallibility,which deſtroy 
all the rational evidence of Chriſtian Religion : And what greater di{- 
ſervice could you pofhbly doto it, than by taking away all the proper 
grounds of certainty of it 2 And, inſtead of building it ſuper hanc 
Petram, upon the Rock of Infallibility, you do it only _ a Qnick-ſand, 
which /walows up the Edifice, and Tacks in the Foundations of it. You 
would have men to believe the Infallibility of your Chxrch, that their 
Faith might ſtand upon ſure grounds; and yet, it men believe this Infal- 
bility of your Church, you require ſuch things to be believed upon it, which 
deſtroy all kind of certainty in Religion. And that I prove by tome of thoſe 
principles which are received among you upon the account of the 
Lbarches Infallibility. 

I. That the judgement of Senſe is not to be relyed on, in matters of Faith > 
This is the great Principle upon which the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation 
ſtands in your Church ; and this 1s all, the moſt confiderative men among 
you have to ſay, when all thoſe Contradi@ions are offered tothem,which 
that Dodrine is ſo big of, both to the judgement of ſenſe and reaſon, viz. 
That though it ſeem ſo contradictory; yet becauſe the Church,which is infallible, 
delivers it, they are bound net toqueſtion it, If this Principle then be true, 
That the judgement of ſenſe is not to be relyed on, in matters which ſenſe 
is capable of judging of; it will be impoſſible for any one to give any fatiſ- 
factory account of the grand Foundations of Chriſtian Faith, For if we 
carefully examine the grounds of Certainty in Chriſtian Religion, we find 
the great appeal made to the judgement of Senſe, (That which we have ſeen, 
and heard, and handled.) If then the judgement of Senſe muſt not be taken 
in a proper objeF, at due diſtance, and in luch a thing wherein al/ mers 
Senſes are equally Judges ; I pray, tell me what aflurance the Apoſtles 
could have, or any fromthem, of any miracles which Chriſt wrought, of 
any Do@rine which he preached ; eſpecially becauſe in his #ziracles there 
was ſomething above nature, in which caſe men are more apt to ſuſpect 
Impoſtures, than in things which are the continual Objes of Senſe, as in 
the caſe of Trarſubſtantiation £ Wherein, if men are not bound to rely 
on the judgement of Senſe, yon muſt fay, that onr Faculties are ſo made, 
that they may be impoſed upon, in the proper 0bje&-s of them; and ito, 
farewell all Certainty, not only in Religion, but in all things elſe in the 
world. For what atlurance can have of the knowledge of. any thing, if 
I find that my Faculties not only may be, but I am bound to believe that 
they analy are, deceived in a thing that is as proper an Objed of ſenſe, as 
any inthe world. And if a thing, which the judgement of all mankind 

thoſe excepted who have given away their ſenſe and reaſon in this pre- 

ent cafe) doth unanimouſly concurr in, may be falſe; What evidence can 
We have, when any thing is tre 2 For, if a thing lo plainand evident to 
our 
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our Senſes may be falſe, viz. That what I and all other men ſee, # bread, 
what ground cf certaizty can we have, but that which my Senſes, and all 
other mens judge to be falſe, may be true £ For by this means you take 
way the «e749» both of Senſe and Reaſon in things, and confequently, all 
Mine are equally true and falſe to ws;, and thence it follows, That Truth and 
Falſ:cod are but Fancies, that our Faculties have no means to difference 
the one from the other, that in things we all agree 1n, as proper objects of 
Senſe,ve not only may be,bueare deccived; and then farewell Senſe, Reaſon 
and Keligion together. For, | pray, Tell me what Aſarance could the Apoſrles 
have of che Reſurre&ion of Chriſt's Individual Body from the grave, but 
the Judgement of Senſe? What waies did he uſe ro convince them, that 
he was not a Spedre or Apparition, but by an appeal to their Sexes? b 
what means did he reclaim Thomas from his Infidelity, but by bidding him 
make ule of his Sexſes? If Thomgs had believed Tranſubſtantiation, he 
would eafily have anſwered our Saviowrs Argument, and told him, 
If there were not a produd:ve, yet there might be an Addaudive Tranſmu- 
tation of ſome other perion into him : And the Diſciples might all have 
laid, It was true, there were the accidents of Chriſt's Body,the external ſhape 
and fienre of it ; but, for all they could dilcern, there might be ſome 1n- 
viſible $pirit under thoſe external accidents of ſhape : and theretore they 
muſt dclire to be excuſed from believing it to be his Body; for, Hoc eſt cor- 
ps #1enn, had told them already, That the external accidents night remain, 
where the ſubſtance was changed, Now therefore, when the Aflurance of 
Chriſtian Religion came from the judgement of the Senles of thoſe who 
were Eye-witneſſes of the Miracles and the Reſurre@7on of Chriſt; if the 
Senſes of men may be ſo grotly deceived in the proper ObjeFs of them 
in the caſe of Tranſubſtantiation, what aſſurance could they themſelves 
have, who were Fye-witneſjes of them ? and how much lels aflurance can 
we have.who have all our Evidence from the certainty of their report ? $0 
that it appears upon the whole, that, take away the certainty of the jxdge- 
ment of Senſe, you deſtroy all Certainty in Religion ;, tor, Tradition only 
conveys to us now, What was originally grounded upon the judgement of 
Serſc, and delivers to us in an undoubted manner, that which the 4peſtles 
ſaw and heard, And do not you then give a very good account ot Reli- 
yu by the Infallibility of your Church ; when, it I believe your Churchto 
c ivfallible, I muſt by vertue of that Infallibilny, believe ſomething to 
be trxe, which it it be ?rwe, there can be no certainty at all of the 2ruthof 
Chriſtian Religion, 

2. Another principle is, That we can have n0 certainty ef any of the 
grounds of Faith, but from the Infallibility of your preſent Church. Where- 
by yor do theſe two things. 1. Deſtroy the obligation to Faith which 
arileth from the rational evidence of Chriſtian Religion, 2. Put the 
whole ſtreffof the truth of Ckriſtianity upon the proofs of your Chnrches 
Tfallibility by which things any one may ealily ſce what tendency your 
doCtrine of reſolving Faith hath, and how much it defigns the overthrow 
of Chriſtianity. 1. Yeu deſtroy the obligation to Faith from the rational 
evidence of Chriſtian Religion, by telling men, as you do expreſly in the 
very litle of your zext Chapter, That there can be no ungqueſtionable aſſu- 
rance of Apoſtolical Tradition, but for the infallible authority of the preſent 
Church, Tt (0, then men cannot have any unqueſtionable aiturance that 
there was ſuch a Perſo as Chrift in the world, that he wrought ſuch great 
»racles tor confirmation of his Doctrine, that he dyed and roſe again ; it 
leems 
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ſ-ems we can have no aſſurance of theſe things if the preſet Church be not 
Infallible. And if we can have no aſſurance of them, what oblzgatioz can 
lye upon usto believe them ? ftor,aſſurarce of the matters of fact which are 
the foundations of Faith, is necellary in order to the obligation to believe; 
I mcan ſuch an afſurance as matters of fact are capable of ; for no higher 
canbe required then the nature of things will bear. And what a ſtrange 
aſſertion then is this, that zzatters of fa cannot be conveyed to us in an 
unqueſtionable manner, unleſs the preſent Church ſcamp her Infallibility 
upon them 2 Cannot we have an unqueſtionable aſturance that there 
wereſuch perſons as Ceſar and Pompey, and that they did ſuch and ſuch 
' things, without ſome infallible teſtimony ? it we may in ſuch things, why 
not in other xatters of fa&# which infinitely more concern the world ty 
know then whatever Ceſar or Pompey did ? But this will be more at large 
examined afterwards ; I only now take notice of the conſequence of this 
principle, and how fairly it deſtroyes all ratzozal eviderct of the truthof 
eur Religion; which whoſoever takes away will be by force of reaſon, 
a Seeniekin the firſt place, and an 1»fdel in the ſecond. Neither is the 
danger mecrly in deſtroying the rational evidence of Religion; but, 
2. In putting the whole weight of Religion upon the proofs of the preſert 
Charches infallibility, which whoſoever conliders how lilly and weak they 
are, cannot tufficiently wonder at the delign of thoſe men, who put the 
oft excellent Religion in the world, and which is built upon the higheſt 
8 . . . . S 
and trueſt reaſoz to ſuch a ſtrange kind of Ordeal 1ryal, that if the pals not 
| through this St. 17:iſteds xcedle.her innocency mult be fulpected, and her 
truth condemned. So that whoſoever queſtions the truth of this kind 
of Purgation, will havea greater {uſpition ofa juggle and 7:poſture if ſhe 
be acquitted, then if ſhe had never ſubmitted to ſuch a tryal. And when 
we come to examine the proofs brought for this 1-fallibilzty, it will then 
further appear, what ancertainty in Religion men are betrayed to, under 
this confident pretext of 7fallibility, Thus we fee what Scepticiſaz in 
Religion the principl-s owned upon the account of Intallibility, do bring 
men to. 

3. When you have brought mecnto this, that the only ſure ground of 
Faith is the Infallibility of your Church, you are not able to givethem any 
ſatisfactory account at all concerning itz butplunge them into greater 
uncertainties then ever they were in before. For you canneither fatisfie 
them what that Church is which you ſuppoſe Tzfallible, what in that 
Church is the proper ſubjed of this 'Tyfallibility, what kind of Infallibility 
this is, nor how we ſhould &zzow when the Church doth decide Tnfallibly 
and when not z and yet every cn? of thele queſtions is no lels then abſo- 
lutely necellary to be reſolved, in order to the ſatisfaction of mens minds, 
as to the foundation of their Faith, 

I. You cannot fatisfie men What that Church is which you ſuppoſe to be 
Infallible, Certainly,if you had a dclign to give 1nen a certain toundati- 
on for their Faith, you would not be to fy of diſcovering what it is you 


underſtand by that Church which you would have Drfallible';, if you had | 


meant hoxeſtly, the firſt thing you thould have done was to have prevent- 
cd all miſtakes concerning the meaning of the Church, when you know 
what various ſignifications it heth, not only in Scr7pture, but among your 
ſelves. Whether you mean the C:xrch eſſential, repreſentative, or vertual, 
lor every one of thele upon occalion you make ule of : and it was never 
more neceſlary to have cxplaincd them then in this place, and yet = 
wit 
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with wonderful care and induſtry avoid any intimation of what you mean 
by that Church which =_ would prove Infallible. When you plead 
earneſtly for the Churches Infallibility, 1 pray tell us what you mean by the 
Church; do you intend the truly Catbolick and Univerſal Church which 
comprehends in it all ſuch as own and profeſs the Dotrine of Chriſt, in 
which ſenſe it was well faid by Abulenſts, Eccleſia univerſalis mmquam errat, 
quia nunquan tota errat, T. he univerſal Church never erres, becauſe the who!; 
Church is never deceived, "Or,do you mean by your Catholick Church ſome 
particular part of it, to which you apply the name of Catholick, not for 
Univerſality of extent, but ſoundneſs of DoFrine then it will be neceſlar 

yet further, to ſhew what part of the Church that is, by what right and 
title that hath ergroſſed the name of Catholick , {o as to exclude other 
Societies of Chriſtians from it; and whether you muſt not firſt provethe 
abſolute integrity and ſoundneſs of her Doctrine, before you can attribute 
this title to it. For otherwiſe you will find that marvelloufly true,which 
the ſame Toſtatus ſaith, Eccleſia Latinorum non eſt Eccleſia Univerſalis ſed 
quedam pars ejus : ideo etiamfs tota ipſa erraſſet, non errabat Eccleſia Uni- 
verſalis, quia manet Eccleſue Univerſalis in partibus illis que non errant, ſroe 
ille fort numero plures quam errantes, five non. So that if you prove the 
Infallibility of the Catholick Church, this proves nothing at all as to the 
Roman Church, which at moſt can be ſuppoſed to be: but a part of it, and 
though that ſhould err, the Catholick Church might not err, becaule that 
remains in thoſe parts which err zot, though they be more or leſs in num- 
ber then thoſe that err. This is the ſenſe of his words 3 who ſeemed to 
have a much truer conception of the Univerſal Church, than thoſe now of 
your Se& and Party.If then we may believe the Church to be infallible, and 
yet, in the mean time, condemn your Church for the grolleſt Errours: 
Will it not be found neceſſary tor you, to tell us yet more diſtin&tly, What 
you mean by the Church you would prove Infallible ? But, fuppoling that 
only thoſe parts you eſtcem Catholick, make up the Catholick Church, even 
among them the Queſtion will ſtill return, What you mean by this Ca- 
tholick Church Do you mean all the Individual Perſons in this number, 
taken either diſtributively or coleFively? or, Do you mean, all thoſe who 
are entruſted with the Government of theſe? and then, Whether all 
Taferionr Paſtors, or only Biſhops £ And if Biſhops, Whether all theſe col 
leFively, or elſe by way of Repreſentation in a Conncil © and {till remember 
to make it good, that what you pitch upon as the acception of the 
Church, be not an effect of humane Policy, as Albertus Pighivs ſaid, Al 
Councils were no more; but that what you faſten the acccption of the 
Ciurch-Catholick upon , you be ſure to make it out, that is the C4- 
tholick Church to whom the Promiſes are made in Scripture: And, be 
lurc to tell us, How a Church comes to be infallible by Repreſentation? 
Whether as they,who make the Chnrch repreſentative, deliver the ſenſe of 
the Church they repreſent ; or by an immediate Promiſe made to them up- 
on their Convention. If the former, Whether it will not be neceſſary, in 
order to the Tnfal/ibility of the Conncil, to know, that it ſpeaks the ſenſe 
of all thoſe particular C/xrches whom they repreſent : If the latter, you 
mult remember ſuch places as belong to them, as repreſenting the Church; 
tor otherwiſe any company of Chriſtians aſlembled together, will chal- 
lenge anequal intereſt inthem 3 and then you will find 1t a hard matter 
to prove one 7fal/ible, and not the other. Burt, if after all this, your 
Windmill ſhould dwindle into a Nutcracker, and this harangue _—_ 
enc 
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the Infallibility of the Catholick Church, ſhould at laſt end in one particu- 
lar Ferſon ; which by a ſtrange Catachreſis, nuaſt be call'd the Church, or 
elſe.as Heir at Law to her, doth take potiefſion of all her priviledges. Then 
the Teſtament muſt be produced wherein he is named fo, and thole clauſes 
eſpecially, wherein the rights and priviledges of her are devolved over 
to him and his Heirs for ever, There being then. ſo much ambiguity and 
uncertainty in the very name of the Church-Catholick, which you would 
prove infallible, that if nothing elſe diſcovered your Izpoſtare, yet this 
would ſufficiently, that you would undertake to refolve 2/cns Faith by the 
Infallibility of the Church, and yet never offer to ſhew what that Church 
Is. | MW 3 
2. Suppoſing you had ſhewn what the Church is, yet you never tell us 
what the ſubje& of Infallibility is in that Church, For, when in this caſe 
you ſpeak of Infallibility, you muſt remember you are not to ſhew what 
that Church is, which is not deceived in judging concerning things neceſ- 
fary to Salvation, but what that Church 1s, which is infallible in her Dz- 
reHion of others to Salvation : For, = {peak of ſuch an Infallibility as 
muſt be a Gride to others, and whoſe infallible judgement maſt be known 
roall ſuch who mult reſolve their Faith into her Teſtimony: You would 
have done then no more than was abſo]utely neceilary to have preciſely 
ſhewn us where this infallibility is lodged in your Church; whether in Pope 
or Conncil, or both together. I ſuppole it can be nonews either to you, 
or to the Reader, what Controverſies there are among the treatelt of 
your ſide, whether the Pope or Conzicrl be the greater, and to whom this 
Irfallibility belongs ; neither are either ſide fully agreed if their own way, 
for ſome that are for the 1nfallibility cf a general Conncil, will make that 
infallible without the Pope, others account that opinion, if not heretical, 
the ext ſtep to it. Thoſe who are for the Pope's Infallibility, are not 
agreed neither when he ſhall be ſaid to be ixfallible : ' They who ſpeak 
Oracles tell us, when he doth define ex Cathedra, but what that is, neither 
they nor we can welbtell ; ſome fay it is, when he hath a Congregation of 
choſen Cardinals about him, others make the whole Colledge of Cardinals 
neceſſary, and therefore ſome in the late Definition concerning the Jax- 
ſeniſts were refraftory, becauſe it was defined only by a Congregation of 
choſen Cardinals, which they ſaid, was not defining ex Cathedra : ſome 
again make neither of theſe neceſlary, but ſuppoſe the Infallibility lodg- 
ed in the Pope himſelf, And are we not at a tine paſ# for the certainty of 
our Faith, 1f it muſt rely upon the infallible Teſtimouy of your Church; 
and yet you your ſelves not at all agreed to whom this Infallible Teſtimony 
doth belong? Think not that we will be put off with that filly evafion, 
That theſe dierences among you hinder not the certainty of Faith, becauſe it 33 
vot de fide ezther way. For 1. How ſhall we come to know among you 
what is defide, and what not, till you are agreed to whom this 1fallibili- 
ty belongs? And ifit belongs to a gexeral Conncil, then it is de fide ;, for 
It was ; avi at the Council of Baſil, in behalf of the Conncil, and 
therefore if one of the opinions be true, 1t muſt be de fide; for, I ſuppoſe 
you make that to be ſo, which is determined by the infallible TONY 


_ of your Church, 2. How ſhall a man believe, that any thing at all is de 


fide among you, if that on which your Faith 1s to reſt, benot de fide? For, 
ſuppoſing a difference to happen, which hath often done between the Pope 
and Council, and they decree contrary things to e4ch other, if it be not de 
fide, to believe either the one or the other diſtindtly to be infallible, up- 
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on what Teſtimony at ſuch atime muſt that which ſuppoſeth the infallible 
Teſtimony of your Church rely ? 3. If it be ſaid not to be de fide, becauſe nor 
determined; by the ſame reaſon your Churches Infallibility cannot be de 
fide , becauſe not determined neither : For, it the Determination of 
the Church be neceſſary to make any thing de fide, it muſt by the ſame 
reaſon be neceſlary to make your Churches Trfallibility de” fide, 
and, I ſuppoſe, you wilLnot readily inſtance in any decree of the Ca- 
tholick Church, where the Teſtimony of your Church is determined to be 
infallible, And yet one would imagine, that if there were ſuch a neccC. 
lity in order to Faith, of the Infallible Teſtimony of your Church, there 


' would be an equal neceſſity of believing this 1»fal/ibility on the 


P, 55-1. 1. 


P, 58.0. 4. 


ſame Teſtimony : or if one may believe one Article eſpecially ſo important 
a oneas that, without any precedent infal/ible Teſtimony, why not any 
other, nay, why not all the reſt? Thus you ſtill fee, how ancertaintie; 
grow upon us, when we ſearch into your account of Faith. 

3. You are not certain neither, What kind of Tnfallibility this is 5 For 
you offer to prove the Church infa//ible,by the ſame way that Moſes,Chriſt, 
and his Apoſtles were proved infallible: A very fair Offer, if you could 
make it good ; but then we were in hopes you would. have proved fuch a 
kind of Infallibility as they had 3 you tell us, No - for your — is 
Supernatural, but not Divine; that it is preciſe Infallibility, ut #ot abſolute; 
that it is not by 7-zrediate Revelation, but by immediate Aſſiſtance of the 
Holy G hoſt : Something you would have,but you cannot tell what 3 an Ir- 

fallibility in the Conc, without any in the Uſe of wears; an Infallibi- 
lity by mwediate Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, yet but in a ſort Divine; an 
Infallibility yielding nothing to Scriptzre in point of Sypernatirality and 
Certainty, yet nothing fo infallible as Scripture, Are not thele brave 
things to make wile men certain intheir Religion with! that they are to 
believe the Scriptures upon a Teſtimony 3zxfallible, yct not infallible; di- 
vine, yet not divine; and theretore certain, but not certain; tre, but not 
true. But of the ſillineſs of theſe Diſtinions, afterwards. But, can you 
think to perſwade wiſe or rational men to believe their Relzg7oz on ſuch 
terms as theſe are? Had they no other evidence than what you give them, 
would they not be ſhrewdly tempted to reject all Religion, as a meer In- 
poſture, as no doubt your Doctrine of Infallibility is? A ſtrange kind of 
Taliſman, which ſecures your Pope from a poflibility of erring, but ſtill hc 
mult beunder the certain diredtion of his Stars; for. if he be not in Cathe- 
ara, this Teleſu: doth him no good at all. It were heartily to be wiſhed, 
if he ſhould once happen to be i» Cathedrs, he would infallibly deter: 
mine what it was to be 7: Cathedrs for ever after; for it would eaſe mens 
minds of a great many troubleſome ſcruples, which they cannot, with- 
out ſome. infallible Determination, get themſelves quit of. Bur ſtill 
we are bound to believe your Church infallible : But, I pray, whence come 
this Infallibility 2 Comes it from: Heaven, or is it of Men? From Heaven, n0 
doubt, you ſay ; for it is by a promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt. This were ſome- 
thing, if it were proved; but yet you maintain this 7fallibility in ſuch a 
manner, that none that read the Scriptures could ever think, it were pro 
miſed there. For there they alwaics read, That the Spirit of Truth us « 
Spirit of Holineſs, and never dwells in thoſe who are carnal or wicked men; 


but, you tell us, That let the lives of Popes be what they will, they 


have no promiſe to ſecure them from being wicked, bur the Spirit 


God doth by immediate Aſſiſtance ſccurethem from being fallible. But, | | 


pI ay. 
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* , makeall ſure, no Comrcil is lawful in itſelf, or its decrees bind the Church, 
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pray, Which of theſe two is not only more contrary to Scripture, but to 
Humane Nature ; Wickedneſs or Fallibility £ This latter, ſo conſequent up- 
on the imperfeCtion of our under{tandings,that, till we put off the one, we 
can hardly be freed from the other z but Wickedeſs 1s that which the 
whole delign of Chriſtian Religion is againſt, and adminiſters the higheſt 
Motives, and the greateſt Ajſetance tor the conquelt of; and can it then 
be thought ſuitable to ſuch a Do@rine, that the Divine Spirit ſhould, like 
Mahomet's Dove. be alwaies ready to whiſper in the ear of the moſt pro- 
fhgate perſon, 1t it be but his fortune to fit in Cathedra £ Such a kind of 
Infallibility as this, I aſſurc you, will never prevail with any fuch perſons, 
who underſtand Chriſtian Religion, to believe the DoGrine of it upon ſuch _ 
Ctences as more are. 
4. Suppo ory ny, mn} 

&rine of C briſtianity, What kind of Tnfallibility this is ; yet if you cannot 
fatisfie them, When your Church doth define infallibly, you leave them till 
in the ſame Labyrinth, without any clue to direct them out of it. Burt, if 
we conlider what things arc neceflary to be believed, before we can be- 
lieve any definition of your Church infallible, how impoſſible it is to be 
infallibly aſſured of any fuch definition of your Chxrch, ſure you cannot 
blame us for crying out of the Labyrinth you have brought us into. 

1. How many things in Chriſtian Religion are to be believed, before we 
can imagine any ſuch thing as an ifallible Teſtimony of your Church £ And 
if the Ifallibility of that be the ground of Faith, on what account mult 
thoſe things be believed, which arc antecedent to the belief of ſuch an i#- 
fallible Teſtimony Now, that many things, and ſome of them far from be- 
ing clear, are to be believed antecedently to an infallible Teſtimony, will 
appear 3 if we do but conſider what they commonly mean by that Church, 
which they ſuppoſe izfa/lible, and what mult be ſuppoſed, that this Infal- 
libility be the Kale of Faith. By the Church, they tell you, they mean the 
Catholick Church; but leſt you ſhould think them too honeſt in ſaying o, at 
next word it is, the Roman-Catholick Church (uſt as if one ſhould ſay, the 
German-Univerſal Emperour,)But leſt you ſhould think at leaſt they meant 
the Roman Church of all Ages, and think you might have ſome relief from 
the Primitive Roman Church, they will toon reCtifie your miſtakes, by tel- 
ling you, it is the preſent Roman-Churchthey mean z, but if it be thepreſent 
Roman-Church, it may be you would be willing to hear the judgement 
of all the honeſt zen in that Charch, and that you hope many of the people 
and Icarned men (not in Orders) may ſpeak their minds freely. To pre- 
vent that, they tell you they mean only the repreſentatzve Church, But 
ſtill the B/bops, who make up this repreſentative Church, may in their ſe- 
veral $ynods complain of abuſes, and rectifie miſcarriages z therefore they 
underſtand not Biſhops by themſelves, or particular $ynods, but met toge- 
ther in General Councils, But yet, if the Conncils were truly Oecumenical, 
there might be ſome hopes of redrels. But tor that they are ſure ; for they 
allow none to be members of the Gemeral Conncils, which are in Schiſme or 
Herefiez and their own Church is to be Judge, what Schiſm and _—_ 55 
and they are hugely to blame then, if they admit any but thoſe of their 
own party. But yet, ſome Concils have (tood upon their priviledges in 
oppolition to the Pope, as thoſe of Conſtance and Baſel. Therefore, to 


but ſuch as is cal/4 and confirzzed by the Pope : whois ſtrangely to blame 
then, if he ſuffers any thing to pals to his own prejudice : $o that this Ir- 
R 2 fallibility 


ing, you could tcll men intelligibly and ſuitably to the Do- F. x0. 
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fallibikity of the Pope, is the laſt reſort in the reſolution of Faith ; for all the 
reſt, we ſee, are uncertain. And what a vaſt meaſure of Faith (greater 
than that which our Savzowr ſaid, would remove mountains) is neceſ]a 
to believe this Infallibility of the Pope for in the firſt place, unleſs he 
believes the particular Roman-Church to be the Catholick Church, he ſpoils 
all the Conjuring afterwards, with not having Faith enough about him, 
Again, he muſt believe, that Chriſt hath promiſed an Trfallible Aſſiſtance 1, 
the Paſtors of the Church asdiftin@ from the People ; but this avails little 
ſtill, unleſs he believes theſe Credentials muſt not be opened, but in fall 
Council; and that Coxncil fuch a one as the Pope calls, and in which him. 
ſelf preſides, either in Perſon, or by his Legates, and that the Decrees of 
the Council oblige not the Church, without the Pope's Confirmation z, and tg 
that end you mult believe, that S. Peter was made Monarch of the Churc 
by Chriſt ; that this Monarchy was to be derived to all his Swcctſors in all 
places z but as to this (where-ever he was bcfides) he never had any Su. 
ceſlor any where but at Rowe : And theſc Succeſlors of his at Kome, can. 
not for their /ives crr, it they do but fit i» Cathedrs, Certainly he that 
hath Faith to ſwallow all theſe things, is hugely to blame if he ſtack at 
any thing; and by that time a man's P—_Y is debanched lufficient- 
ly by thele Principles, I make no queſtion but ſuch a one will believe 
Inf allibility, Tranſubſlantietion, or any thing in the world. But beſide 
theſe things, in order to the making the Chxrches Teſtimony the Rule if 
Faith to any one, there muſt another doſe of Principles be taken, which 
have Opium enough in them to lay aſleep all the remainders of reaſon: 


For he muſt infallibly believe the Church to be 7#fallible, though no in- 
fallible Argument be brought for the proof of it; That this Church doth &. 
judicially and authoritatively pronounce her Sentence in matters of Faith, © 
though we know not what that Church is, which muſt ſo pronounce; That F 
he infallibly know that this particular Sextence was ſo pronounced, though © 
he can have no other than Moral Means of knowing itz; And Jaſtly, That & 
the 1nfallibility muſt be the firſt thing believed, although .all theſe thing. © 
muſt of necellity be believed before it. And if after this ſecond Purgation, & 


he benot a true Sor of the Church of Rome, he deſerves to be Anathema- 
tized as an obſtinate perſon, for having any thing of reaſo#2 in him. There- 


fore I wonder not that the Doctrine of Infallibility ſeems no ſtrange thing : 


toyou;z for a man muſt devour ſuch Giart-like Abſurdities, before he 


comes to it, that when he comes at it, he finds it othing. But ſtill, one F 
would think it a little ſtrange, that this 7zfallzbility ſhould be the only F 
Foundation of believing all things in Kelzgion; and yet ſo many things, and F 


ſome of them very ſtraxge ones, mult of neceſlity be certainly believed be- 
fore 1t. 

2. Suppoſing a man not only believes all theſe things before it,but doth 
really believe your Church infallible, yet he is uncertain (till how he ſhould 
know When your Church defines infallibl, For ſo many things are requi- 
red in reference tothe Perſon defining, lo many for the definition it ſel, 
that it will be no cafie matter to remove thoſe difhculties which lye in the 


way of his Allent to ſuch a Definition. As to the Perſon, if he be not 2 | 


Chriſtian, it he be not a Prieſt, if not a Lawful Pope, all his Definitions are 


far trom being zxfallible ;, yet none of all theſe can any one be aſſured of 
according to your Principles of the intention of the Prieſt being neceſſary in |: 
the adminiſtration of Sacraments, in order to the effet of them, (But the | 


large train of Conſequences following from hence, I forbear to urge yy % 
wit s 
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with, becauſe they have been ſo often urged by abler Pens.) But, What 
will you fay,when we arc ſo far from aflurance, as to the Pope's being le- 
gally choſen, that we have, it not great Evidence, yet very high Preſumpti- 
ons of the contrary, what becomes then of your Pope's Infallibility 2 Nay, 
from the zllegality of one, follows the 7/legality of all his Succellors, be- 
cauſe they were choſen by Cardinals, made by him; who could be no 
lawful Cardinals, becauſe he was no legal Fope, and conſequently not they 
who were made by them. The caſe is this; There 1s a Bull of Pope Julius 
theſecond, againſt the Simoniacal Eleion of any Pope, which the Cardinals, 
upon their firſt entrance into the Coxclave, ſwear ſolemnly to obſerve. In 
which Bullit is expreſly ſaid, That if any Pope be Simoniacally choſen by 
any of the Cardinals, upon any gift or promiſe whatſoever, that ſuch an Eleion 
js iplo facto 21ll ;, and the Cardinals may oppoſe one ſo choſen, as if guilty of 
manifeſt Hereſie; and that none ought to recejve or lookon ſuch a one as Pope 3 
neither can this Simoniacal EleFion be made good by inthroniſation, courſe 


of time, ſubmiſſion of Cardinal s,&c. And that they ought all to avoid him as a 


Magician, Heathen, Publican, or the Founder of Hereſte, This is the fub- 
ſtance of that Bul/. Now it is notorioutly known, that S7xtws the fifth, 
was Siz0nzacally choſen Pope. For, that he might be choſen, he did under 
his hand promiſe to Cardinal d Eſte, who had a great intereſt in the Cor- 
clave, that in the time of his Popedome, he would never create Jerome 
Matthew, the Cardinals great enemy, a Cardinal: upon which promiſe 
he was through his intereſt choſen Pope. But, when afterwards the Pope. 
violated his Faithto him, by creating his enemy Cardinal; d Eſte, being 
highly incenſed againſt him for it, ſent the very inſtrument ſublcribed by 
the Pope's own hand, to Philip the ſecond King of Spain, who in the year 
1589. ſent the Duke of Suiſſe extraordinary Embaſſador to Rome, to inti- V Supplicat.ad 
mate to Sixtws the fifth, his intention of calling a General Conncil, accord- 172 Reg: 
ing to the Bull of Julixs the ſecond, tor declaring this Simoniacal EleFion, eine oh 
When this Metlage was delivered to the Pope, and he ſaw the Inſtrument Coxcilii con- 
was diſcovered under his own hand, he fell into ſuch a perplexity, that 39% pg 
hedycd ſoon after, which ſtopt the progreſs of the buſireſs. By this it Lava, 1617, 
evidently appears, that Sixtws himſelf was no lawtul Pope, and therefore 
could create no Cardinals: and, becauſe the Cardinals created by him, 
had a voice inthe Election of the ſubſequent Popes ;, it follows, That there 
hath been no legal Pope ſince Sixtus the fifth. For, after the death of 
Sixtus, Cardinal Montallo his Nephew, with forty Votes entred the Conclave, 
and choſe Urbaz the ſeventh, who lived but few daics; after him Gregory 
the forrteenth,who wasPope but ten months;after him I»nocentins the ninth, 
who continued but two months;after him Clement the eighth,who out-lived 
the EleCtion thirteen years, But not to enquire any further into the ir- 
regular Election, and the $i7:0niacal bargains of Paul the fifth , after the 
death of Clexrert ; this certainly may ſuffice to let men ſee, what becomes 
of their Faith, when they pin it upon the Pope's ſleeve: For, if we are to 
rely upon his infallible Teſtimony, and he ſo far from being 7fallible, 
that by their own Conſtitutions he was no Pope, nor to be looked on as 
other than a Magician, Heathen, and Heretick, is not our Faith then ſetled' 
on a ſure Foundation For what aſlurance can any one have, that amidſt 
all the enormities, and ſecret praFices of the Conclave, any one is freely 
and legally choſen ? but, Where will his Faith ſtand, when it is notort- 
ous, that a Cardinal mult ſay, Dabo tibi claves, and that not without a 
ContraF too. But, ſuppoſe all the aflurance that may be of the m_—_ 
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who is to deliver this i7fa/ible Teſtimony; yet at the utmoſt, thetmoſt men 
io the world can have no more than a Moral Certainty of the Definition it 
ſelf. If we can imagine, that any one ſhould know that great myſtery, 
when the Pope ſhould define ex Cathedra ; yet, can he have any greater eyi- 
dence of ſuch a Definition, than we have concerning the things revealed 
in Scripture ? I cannot think that you will ſuppoſe any greater evidence 
of it, than if one ſees and hears it ; and, what do we deſire lels in reference 
to the Dodrine of Chriſt £ Bat how few in the world are there, who ſtand 
by,when the Pope defines? May others be certain of ſuch a Definition or no, 
ſo as tobe obliged to believe it ? If not, What good can this Irfalibility do 
them? if they may, Why do " aug quarrel with our way as uncertain 2 
when if you grant your Ifal/zbility, you cannot preſcribe any more cer. 
tain way, but one much more liable to queſtion and diſpute than ours is, 
Thus you ſee what little advantage you get by all thele bravado's about 
Tafallibility ; and that you are ſo far from giving a fatisfaCtory account of 
Faith , that you expole Chriſtian Religion to more doubts, ſcruples, and un- 
certainties, than ever before. Which may abundantly ſhew to all un- 
prejudiced minds, the great #zreaſonableneſs of your way of reſolving 
Faith, which was the thing to be proved. 
2. But, ſuppoſe your way to be never ſo reaſonable, yet if it effet mot 
that it was brought for, it delerves little favour from inquiſtive perſons, 
and that I now come to evince, viz. That ſuppoſing your Church infallible, 
and that Infallibility proved by the Motives of Credibility, you do net eſcape 
the circle objedted againſt your way. And really, whoſoever conſiders your 
way of management of things, will find, that though you give out great 
words, and pretend to prove the Churches Tufallibility, as Moſes and Chriſt's 
was proved ; yet your eye was all the while on nothing but the circle, and 
thought, if you could get rid of that, you ſhould do well enough with any 
thing elſe. For, asthough this circle had ridden you like an Ephialtes, 
you tumble, and groan, and toſs this way and that, and when you think 
your (elf freed from it, it fits as cloſe upon you as ever. When you come 
lo miſerably oft with the proofs of your Churches Tnfallibility, you fatisfie 
your {elf withthis ; 'Tzs ſufficient for the preſent to have declared how the Ca- 
tholicks fall not into a circle, as his Lordſhip herepretends they do. Though 
this could not be ſufficient for your deſign, who had promiſed in the page 
foregoing, to prove at large the infallibility of the Church; yet you had 
done ſomewhat, if you had done this, which, it I much miſtake not, you 
arc as much to ſeek in, as in the proots of your Churches Infallibility. And 
that I prove by three things, from the nature of that Faith whoſe reſolu- 
tion yu romiſe, from the perſons you prove it to, from the mature of that 
Trfallibility which you attempt to prove. 

1. From the nature of that Faith, you are enquiring a reſolution for, 
which is not that which you call a Humane Faith, but a Divine Faith. When 
you go about to prove the Churches Infallibility, by the Motives of Credi- 
bility, is it a Divine Faith or no, which may be built on thele 1otives? 
chuſc which part you pleaſe. If it be, then by your own Confeflion, a Di- 
vine Faith may be built on Prudential Motives ;, if it be not, then what is 
all this to the purpoſe? For the Queſtion 1s not, Whether by any other 
kind of Aſſent you cannot avoid the circle; but, Whether in the refoluticn 
of Divine Faith you can or no? For, I hope, you deny not, but the Scri- 
ptares and the Churches Infal/ibility are both to be believed with the ſame 
kind of Aſſent, built upon an infallible Teitimony ;, in this caſe I then -" 
ty, 
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Why, with a Divine Faith, you believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God £ 
You anſwer, Becauſe the Church, which is infallible, delivers them ſo to ws. 
If I then ask, Why with a Divine Faith you believe the Churches Infallibility 2 
Anſwer me if you can, any other way, than becauſe the Scriptures, which 
are infallible, ſay ſo. And thus you lee, it is only your running away from 
the Queſtion, makes you think your ſelf out of the circle, and not any 'fa- 
tifactory Anſwer toit, Will you, or dare you ſay, That is an Aſent of 
the ſame ratxre, which is built on the Motives of Credibility, with that 
which is grounded on an infa/ible Teſtimony If it be not, bethink your 
ſclfof a new Anſwer : if it be, bethink your ſelf of a new Way to oppoſe 
us, and not to think it ſufficient to charge us with building Divine Fazth, 
'on Frudential Motives, when you do it your ſelf. But, if you thould af- 
ſert that tobe a Divine Faith, which is built on the Motives of Credibili- 
ty, you not only contradict your ſelf, but the great Ones of your own par- 
ty. For your Becanws faith, That theſe Motives are the Foundation only of 
a prudent Aſſent, but not % papers 3 and Yalentixs goes much higher, and 
tells us, The Faith grounded on theſe Motives is not divine, or infuſed, but 
acquiſite, that it is in its nature uncertain and fallible, that it cannot be the 


about to reſolve Faith upon fuch »ncertainties, in hopes to eſcape the circle 
you ſee others in. Thus you ſee, how inſufficient your attempt is, becauſe 
you —_ not of the " wa kind of Aſſent as to the Scripture, and the 

CEMYCR. . | 
2, You avoid not the Circle by the different conſtderations of the perſons 
you offer to prove the Ifal/ibility of the Church and Scripture to. You 
tell us, That when you prove the Infallibility of the Church by Scripture, you 
make nje only of Arguments ad hominem, and argue cx principiis conceſlis 
againſt SeFaries, who deny the Infallibility of your Church, but admit the Di- 
vine AutÞority of the Scriptures, and therefore you may juſtly uſe Scripture- 
arguments againſt then. 1 grant it : but ſtill T ſay, you avoid not the Circle 
by this ſubterfxge neither. For, 1. The queſtion is not, Which way you 
will prove the Drfallibility of the Church againſt thoſe who deny itz but 
which way you reſolve your own faith of the Churches Infallibility ? 
therefore this ſignifies nothing at all as to your &xeſtion about the reſoluti- 
on of Faith; for I ſuppoſe you build not that on any thing which your ad- 
verſary grants Or : =o Is there no difference between the way of 
proving a thing to an adverſary, and the reſolving ones own Faith? I que- 
{tion not, but you may diſpute with him upon Prz#iples he grants and you 
deny; but, I ſhould think you no wiſe man to build your Faith upon fuch 
Principles. So that this evalion comes not near the buſineſs. 2. Even in 
difputing againſt your Adverſaries you cannot avoid the circle, which I 
thus prove. You offer to prove to them the Church to be Infereoe out of 
Scriptare ; for this you bring them particular. places, and think preſently 
to vanquiſh them with,Sxper hanc Petram, Paſce oves, & Dabo tibi claves ; 
but hence ariſeth another Queſtion, How you come infallibly to know, 
that this is the ſenſe of thoſe places ? You kuow, your Adverſaries preſent- 
ly deny any ſuch thing as Izfallibility to be proved out of them. And, 
what way have you to allure them, this is the ſeyſe of them, but, becauſe. 
your Church, which is izfallible, delivers, this to be theſenſe ofthem. And 
Is not this then a plain crrcle £ Ton are to believe the Church infallible, be- 
cauſe the Scripture ſaith ſo; and. you arc to believe the Seripiage faite ſo, be- 
cauſe the Church is infallible. If this be not {till a plain circle, you may 
queſtion 
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queſtion whether there be any fuch figure in Matheraticks. 

3. Iprove y_ cannot avoid the Circle from your own Conteſſian of 
the nature of that Infallibility, which you ſay is in the Church, For you tell ug, 
That the Churches Teſtimony doth not ſuppoſe any new Revelation from God 
but only a ſupernatural Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, preſerving ber jrom all er. 
rour in defining the Points of Chriſtian Faith, By this Aflertion, you de. 
ſtroy all poſſibility of avoiding the Circle by the Motives of Credibility ; fo 
if theſe had proved an immediate Divine Revelation in the Church, 1 co. 
feſs you had proved the Chnrches Infallibility independently on Seri. 
pture; but, when you offer to prove only a Divine Aſſiſtance with the 
Church, in delivering former Revelations, you cannot : and the reaſcn is, 
becauſe you can bring no ground at all why ſuch an Aſzſtarce ſhould be 
neceſlary in the Church ; or why it ſhould be expected but from the Pro. 
miſes made in Scripture concerning ſuch an Aſſiſtance of God's Spirit to be 
with the Church: and therefore the utmoſt your Motive of Credibility 
can pretend to, is only to notifie that Church from others, which you 
ſuppoſe i#fal/zble : but (till the formal reaſon of your beleeving this Infal- 
libility cannot be from thoſe Motivgs, but upon thoſe Promiſes which You 
ſuppoſe to 1import ſuch an Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt with the CEnreh, which 
ſhall ſecure her from errour ; So that ſtill the Circle returns upon you: 
For, you believe the Scriptures infallible, becauſe of the Churches Teſt imony; 
and you believe the Church infallible, becauſe of the Promiſes in Scripture con- 
cerning the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt nth the Church, ſo as to ſecnre her 
from all erronr. And thus, I hope, I have made gocd this gezeral 4t- 
tempt upon your way of reſolving Faith, by manifeſting the great mwntes- 
ſonableneſs, and manifeſt inſufficiency of it. | 

TI now come to handle the particulars of this Chapter, which conſiſts 
of two things, Proofs and Evaſtorrs, the Proofs you produce for your 
Churches Infallibility, and your Evaſ107rs as to x i Arguments which are 

, 0bjeCted by his Lordſhip. Both of theſe will deſerve our Conſideratzon; 
and if it appear, that your Proofs are weak, and your Evaſtons filly, you 

will have no great cauſe to triumph in this Attempt of yours. Asto your 

Proofs, two things are conſiderable , your Method of proving, and the 

Proofs themſelves. I begin with the firſt, which you deliver in theſe 

words. Wherefore, as to the laſt demand (in which only there 3s difficulty 

viz. How we know the Church to be infallibly governed by the Holy Ghoſt ; ne 

anſwer, that we prove it firſt in general, not by the Scripture, but by the 1Mo- 

tives of Credibility, which belong to the Charch, in the ſame manner as tle 

Trfallibity of Moſes, and other Prophets, of Chriſt and his Apoſtles wa 

proved, which was by the Miracles they wrought, and by other ſigns of an In- 
fallible Epirit, direfion, and gnidance from God, which appeared in them. 
Whence it is clear, that we incurr no circle, That, ſuppoſing all that true 

which you faid before, yet thereby you avoid not the circle, I ſhall rake 

it for granted, I have already proved, till you better inform me : Our 

buſineſs now therefore is, to conſider, which way you provethis Infallibi- 

lity cf your Charch, which you tell us, 3s rot by Scripture (for which | 

commend your ingenuity) but by the Motives of Credibility. Bur, leſt 

any ſhould think this a weak way of probation, you tell us, 1t is in: the 

fame manner that the Infallibility of all perſons divinely inſpired was proved, 
not excepting Chriſt h712/e!f. A moſt heroical and generous Attempt ! 

For which the Church of Rozze is infinitely obliged toyou, if you makeit 

good : For then it necefarily follows, that there is as great danger in not 

believing 
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believing the - ae-yums of your Church, as -in not believing Moſes and 
the Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles. For, where there is an equal obli- 
gation to believe, there is an equal ſon in not believing z and where the fin 
isequal, it ſtands to reaſon that the prmiſbarent ſhould be ſo too. I ſup- 
ſe youdeny not, but, Where there are equal Motives inducing to believe, 
there reſults an equal Obligation to Faith, becauſe the Grounds obliging 
toaſlent, can be no other than the Motives inducing to it ; and if theſe 
Motives be as ſtrong and evident for your Churches Infallibilityas for that 
of Moſes and Chriſt, men muſt be as much obliged now to believe your 
Church infallible, as, that Moſes and Chriſt were ſo. So that the denial of 
your Churches Infallibility, muſt needs be accounted by you to be as hi 
a piece of infidelity, as if one ſhould call in queſtion the Zrfallibility of 
chi himſelf, For you aſſert, That you have the ſame Proofs for the In- 
fallibility of your Chxrch, which there were to prove him infallible. [ 
donot therefore wonder at your ſharpneſs and ſeverity in your cenſures 
of all out of your Church, when upon your Principles the' denying your 
Charches Tnfallibility, muſt needs be an offence of as high a nature, as if 
one denicd the Infallibitety of the Sacred Scriptures, But, leſt you ſhould 
not think theſe any Abſurdities at all, we ruſt come yet cloſer tothe 
examination of your Proofs : For which we muſt enquire into theſe two 
things. 1. Whether the ſame Motives of Credibility belong to your Church, 
by which Moſes and the Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles, ſhewed their Teſtimo- 
zy to be infallible, 2, Whether, on ſuppoſition you had the ſame Motrves, 
there were the ſame reaſon to believe the Teſtimony of your Church In- 
fallible, as there was to believe Them to be ſo, 
1. Whether the fame Motives of Credibility belong to your Church or no, 
And here again.theſe things offer themſelves to conlideration. x. By what 
means their Teſtimony was proved ifallible. 2. Whether your Churches 
Teſtimony can be proved by the ſame Motives or no. For the fuſs you are 
pleaſed to give us this account, Why Moſes was accounted infallible ;, for the 
Iſraelites ſeeing *oſesto be a perſon very devout, mild, charitable, and chaſte, 
and endowed with the gift of working miracles, were upon that ground obli- 
ged to receive him for a true Prophet ; and to believe him infallible, by 
acknowledging as true and certain, whatever he propoſed to them from God. 
All which I acknowledge to be very true ; but am much to ſeek, how 
you will apply it to the proving your Churches Tnfallibility, What kind of 
Miracles thote are which your Church pretends to, will be examined af- 
terwards 3 the other otives of Credibility mentioned, are Devotion, 
Mildnefs, Charity, and Chaſtity; and theſe, I ſuppoſe, you look on as 
thoſe Motives, which muſt induce men to believe the Infallibility of your 
Church, But, do you really think, that every perſon who is devout, mild, 
charitable, and chaſt, is therefore infallible 2 If not, to what purpoſe do 
you produce them here ? -if you do, ſome out of your Church may be as 
znfallible as thoſe in it. Eſpecially, if your ſaperſt:tiovs Ceremonies be the 
greateſt part of your devotzor; and your burning of Hereticks, the Argu- 
ment of your ##;ldneſ;;, and your damning all out of your Church, be the 
beſt in } dev of your Charity; and the lives of zour Popes, the moſt preg- 
want Inſtances of your Churches Cha/tity.The re(t of your diſcourſe,where- 
In you endeavour after your way, to prove tha there were ſufficient Mo- 
tives of Credibility, to believe the Teſtimony of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, T ſup- 
pole no Chriſtian will deny ; and that the Miracles wrought by then, were 
Proofs that their Teſtimony was infallible, T am ſo far ftromqueſtioning,thar 
all your other 1/tves Ggnihie nothing without them, Which, becaule it, 
g | 
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hath fo great an infiuence on the preſent diſpute, T think it neceſſary to be 
4 little further cleared, than it is by you, andchict y for this exd, to let 
-ou ſee, how much you have befooled your ſelf in attempting to prove the Infal. 
libility of your Church, in the ſame manner that Chriſt and his Apoſtles Tnfal- 
libility was proved in, and yet infiſting on that ot Miracles, as the preat 
evidence of their 1#fa//ibility, which your Church cannot with any face 
pretend to. I acknowledgg it then as a great 77th, that it was neceſlary, 
that the Zeſtimony of all ſuch who pretend to be infal/ible, mult be con. 
firmed by ſuch A7racles, as Chriſt and his Apoſtles —_ Nay. that it 
is impoſſible, without ſuch Evidence, to prove 7 Tefcimony infallible, 
where that Infaljbility is pretended to, indepen ently upon Scripture, as 
It is in your preſent cale. Which will be thus made evident : Abſolute In. 
fallibility is not conſiſtent with the ſhortneſsof the Humane Underſtanding, 
for ſuch an 7»fal/ibility muſt ſuppole an 77finity of Knowledge ;, for, where 
there is a defe@ in the Apribedion, there 1s a poſſeb:lity of deception ; there- 
fore only an Infinite Being can be abſolutely infallible, Now, man's Un- 
derftanding being lo finite, and limited in its Conceptions, it is on that ac- 
count apt to be 1mpoſed upon, and to form falſe Notions cf things; fo that 
ſ:ppoſing no Being inthe world of greater Perfe&F7ons than war is,there ne- 
ver could be any ſuch thing as 1fa//ibility among men. For,though ſome 
mens Vnderſtandings might outſtrip others in the quicknels of Conception, 
and folidity of Judgement ; yet the Natzre of az being thus finite, that 
preſumption would lye againſt all pretence of Infallibility. ft being then 
1mpoſlible, that mans underſtanding ſhould be 7 it ſelf infallible, we muſt 
conſider, whether there be a poſſeb:lity it ſhould receive any infallibilit 
from that Infinite Being, which 1s above it. This thenmult be taken for 
granted, that as an 1nfinite Underſtanding cannot be deceived, fo Trfinit 
Goodneſs cannot deceive. And therefore, whatever doth immediately pro- 
ceed from a Being infinitely Wiſe and Good, cannot but be infallibly True, 
And there is no repugnancy at all, inthe nature of the thing, but that this 
Infinite Being may, ina way certain, but 1mperceptible by us, communi- 
cate to the Minds of en ſuch Notions of things, which are the effec; 
of his own Wiſdom and Counſel: and this is that we call Divine Inſpiration, 
But then we ae ſtillto conlider, That the underſtanding of a finite Cres 
ture , cannot be any further 7fa//ble, than as it receives thole Notions 
which are imprinted uponit by the Infinite and Supreme Tntelled of the 
world; and ſuch a perſon'is no further izfal/ible in what he ſpeaks, than 
as he delivers to the world thoſe very Cerceptions, which are thus formed 
in his mind. And this is that which the Apoſile means when he faye, 
That Holy men of God ſpake as they were moved by the Holy Ghoſt, And 6 
far as they were thus moved, lo far they were infallible, and no further, 
But this 1»/a4bility being not intended meerly for the latisfaCtion of the 
mind of 141 that hath it, but tor the general good of the world, it is nece> 
ſary that there be fome way whereby men may come to underſtand who 
are #fal/ibly aſjeſted, and who not. For otherwiſe the world wonld be 
more cxpoled ty deluſrons under this pretext of 1nfallibility; than if there 
were never any luch thing in the world, Eithcr therctore every man mult 
be izfal/ibly ajjared in his md, that luch a perlon 1s infallible in what he 
is to deliver, which is a needle{s piece of Exnthuſraſm ; or elle ſuch externd 
Eviaences of it are to be uſed, which may induce all rational and conl 
derative perſons to the belief of it. Which is the way that God in his 
fate Wiſdom hath made choice of ; by making thoſe very perſons, whole 
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underſtandings are thus afliſted by him to be the Inſtruments of doing 

ſome things above the power of nature. And nothing can be morereaſo- 

nable, than to believe their Teſtimony Tre, who are imployed as ſuch 
immediate 1nſiruments of Divine Power ; ard if their Teſtimony be be- 

licved True, their DoGrine muſt be Infallible; for the greateſt part of 

their Teſt;ony 1s this, That they deliver not their DoGrines trom them- 

ſelves, but immediately from God. And conſequently their Teſtimony 

muſt be owned as ixfa{/ible, in whatever they deliver as from God ; it be- 

ing very unreaſonable to think, that God would favour luch perfons with 
ſoextraprdinary a Power, who ſhould falfific their meſlage, and deceive 

the world. Thus you fee, That whatever Mtives of Credibility you 

would blind the world with, there can be no tive independent on * 
Scripture, which is ſufficient to prove Ifalibility, but ſuch a power of 
working Miracles, which Moſes, and the Prophcts, and Christ, and his Apoſtles 

had, which laſt, as you truly fay , received their Commiſion from Chriſt to ©: $5: %2. 
reach every where, and to confirm their words with ſigns that followed ;, by 

which ſigns, all their hearers were bound to ſubmit themſelves unto them, and 


| toackpowledge their words for infallible Oracles of Truth. 


Now, What reaſonable man could otherwiſe expect, butthat after you 9. 1 J. 
had ſo ſolemnly promiſed to prove the Tnfallibility of your Church, in the 
very ſame manner that Moſes, with other Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
were firſt proved to be infallible, which are twice your words ; and your 4 wo 
at large ſhewing, That the main ground why they were believed infallible, 3 
was, becauſe of the Miracles wrought by them, whence they needed not the 
Teſtimony of Scripture - You ſhould have ſhewed us what kind of parallel 
Miracles are wrought in your Ckxrch, to prove its infallibility. But, in- 
ſtead of that, when you come to the purpole, you ſhuffle us off, in a moſt 
ridiculous and 1mpertinent manner : For, you tell us, That as therefore P. 57. 
Moles, oxr bleſſed Saviour, and his Apoſtles, were proved infallible by their 
works, ſigns, and miracles, without Scripture, ſo is the Chnrch without help 
of the ſame fff ciemtl proved to be infallible by the Motives of Credibility. 
Well, but what, and where are thele 4/otives of Credibility ? Are they of 
the ſame kind and nature with the few and iracles wrought by them or 
not? If not, How can the way and manner be the fame, which you pro- 
miſed toprove the Churches Tnfallibility ? Tf not, What allurance can you 
give us, that thoſe will prove Infallibility, as well as their works and mi- 
racles * This ſhould have been demonſtrated, and thoſe motives produ- 
ced tothe view of the world, if you had deſigned any other than jug/ing 
with your Readers. Inſtcad of this, on tell us, That Hereticks, though 
they have the Scripture, yet being out of the true Church, they do wholly want 
theſe ſigns of Infallibility : of which, ſee Bellarmine, and other Catholick Au- 
thors diſcourſing more at large, de notis Eccleliz. '1is ſufficient for the pre- 
ſent, to have declared how Catholicks fall not into a Circle, as his Lordſhip pre- 
tends they do. Thele are excellent waics of proof, and fit only for a 
Church that pretends to be infallible, and then moſt ofall, when her In- 
fallibility was to be proved. What did you lead us this long dance for, 
if you never intended to prove your Church infz//ible? Could you not 
have referred us to Bellarmine at firſt, as well as at laſt? Nay, and now 
you do turn us offto him, you bid us, go ſeek the Notes of the Church, and 
not the Proofs of Tnfallibility ; which, ſure, are ditferent things, unleſs you 
ſuppoſe no Church True, but what is I»fallible. But however, you are {ure 
not to mils the Hereticks, they muſt have a blow at parting, They are 
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out of the Church, and do wholly want theſe ſigns of Tnfallibility. What ſrens 
of Tnfallibility £ ſpeak out, and tell us, What they are, and where they he, 
and how they may be known £ for otherwiſe we may miſtake in the Phy. 
ſrognomy of your Church, and inſtcad of ſigns of Tnfallibility, we may tee 
{hrewd fierrs of i-rpoſture and deluſion in her. And it is the more luſpicious, 
becaule you are ſo afraid of preducing them after ſo folemn a porn 
todoit. However, you z&ll us, 'Tis ſuff. cient for the preſent to have de. 
clared how Catholicks fall not into a Circle : Well, I ce, though we mils of 
of the Coals $. Laurence was brozled on, we ſhall have a Feather from the 
wing of a Seraphim ; Though you fail of your premiſe, we ſhall haye ſome- 
thing asgood ; and as great a teat of activity as that had been, 23%. to let 
us ſee, How the Papiſts dance in around, and yet make 10 Circle, Your de: 
monſtrations are 1o good in this kind, it is pity you donot imploy your 
excellent wit in ſquaring 47athematical Circles, as well as this ;, and [ ſhall 
as ſoon hope to {ce you pertorm the one, as the other. But, Can you, 
without ſmiling at our {;mplicity, tell us, (after fuch a wide-mouthed 
premiſe; as you made in the page foregoing; Zt, becauſe we have often 
promiſed to prove the Tnfallibility of the Church, it will be neceſſary to inſſt 


Jomewhat longer upon this Point, and declare the matter at large ) that it x 


enough to vindicate your ſelves frem the Circles Was this the thing Ju 
promiſed, or the preofs ot your Clxrches Tafallibility £ T confeſs Quid fe- 
ret hic tanto d1gnum promiſſor hiatu £ came into my mind at firſt reading 
thoſe weres, and it proves accordingly. You really meant no ſuch thin 
proving your C:xrch ifallible : and you are very cxcufable in it, though 
you had promiſed it ; for no Promiſe can bind ta impoſibilities. But it 
may be yet, though thele Proofs do not come after the Premiſe, they 
may have gone bcfore it; For I tind before a large Catalogue mentioned 
of tluch ſgzs and motives, which may prove the Churches Tafallibility, as 
SandTity of life, miracles, efficacy, purity and excellency of rlorine, fulfilling 
of Prophecies, ſucceſSion of lawfully {ent Faſtors, Unity , Antiquity, and the 
very name of Catholick, &c. Number enough, if that would do it. But we 
ſhall fee. what force thele 4/otives are of, by thele following Queries. 

1. Is it all one with you, 70 kzow a Church to be true, and to make it in 


fallible Thee you call the Hotives of Credibility a r Churches Infal- 


libility,were wont to be cltcemed only the Notes of Diſtin@70n of the True 
Church from all others. The Queſtion, I fuppole, concerning theſe, had 
this riſe. There bcing, after the Reformation, ſcveral diſtinct Societies 
of men, pretending to be the True Chriitian Church, to which every 
Chriſtian ought to allociate himſelt; there was a neceflity of pitching 
on ſome way, whereby the True Chriſtian Church might be diſtinguiſhed 
from other Communions ; which begat a new Controverſie, What were 
the proper Notes of this Socicty. T hoſe of your party, as Bellarmine tells 
you, differed much in the number of them : Some of which are thoſe by 
you mentioned ; but whether they be the True Notes of the Charrchor 
no, which hath been largely examined by others, What are theſe to the 
proof of Trfallibility, ſetting aſide that of Afiracles ? Is it not poſlible that 
there ſhould be a Society of Men joyning _—_ in the Profeſſion & 
Ehriitian Religion, but thele Men muſt preſently be ifallible in what- 
ever they deliver as the Senſe of their Society ? Their viſible Profeſſion 
of —_ Religion, makes them a Trxe Church : but cannot men ſeem to 
profeſs our Religion, unlets they have a. viſible rfallible Head to guide 
them ? Is Infallibility the Sonl of a Charch, which gives it its Being, [ 

mean, 
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mean, a preſent Infallability continually actuating and informing the Bo- 
dy of it ? Cannot a man be known to be a Tre Mar, unleſs he be inſpired 2 
Nor a Church diſtinþuiſhed from other Societies, but by a Spirit of Infat 
ſibility? The truth is, Let Bellarmine multiply his fifteex Notes of the 
Church to fiftecn hundred, if he pleaſe; nay, let it pretend to what Infal- 
libility it pleaſe : if any Society of men challenging the name of Chxrch to 
it ſelf, do deſtroy the end of its Conſtztution, or hold any thing directly 
contrary tothe Foundation of its Inſtitution : all other Notes inthe world 
can never make it a Trxe Church. So that the only certain Note cfa True 
Church, is its Agreement with the primary Fomndation of it in that Dg- 
Grine which was Infallible, and atteſted A Miracles undoubtedly Li- 
vine: That which holds the Do&#rine of Chriſt, is the Chriſtian Charch ;, 
and the nearer any Society comes to that, the purer it is ;the more it is 
diſtant frem it, the more i-4pare : and no man who honours the Chriſtiaz: 
Religion, can be bound to communicate with the Imypuritzes of ſuch a 
Church, let it bear it never ſo high under the pretence of 1nfallibility, TE 
you boaſt never ſo much of your Unity, SucceſSion, Antiquity, the name of 
Catholick,, &c. it your Dotrine be repugnant to what was originally delt- 
veredby the Founder of the Chriſtian Church ; your Society 1s not the True 
Chriſtian Church, But, ſuppoſe it were, and that it were known lo tobe 
by tuch Notes as theſe are; Can you not conceive a Church ſhould be 
conſonant to the Dottrine of Chriſt, but it muſt be it (elf afal/ible im de- 
ciding Controverſies £ Cannot you imagine a Soczety conſiſting of all True 
Chriſtians in the world, ſhould be made up of ſuch perlons who all firmly 
believe that Do@rine infallible which Chriſt delivercd,but yet judge them- 
ſelves all fallible, and dare not ulurp that royal prerogative of Heaven, in 
preſcribing izfallibly in matters queſtioned, but leave all to judge accord- 
ing to the PaydeFs of the Divine Laws, becauſe each member of this Ss- 
ciety is bound to take care of his ſoul, and of all things that tend thereto? 
Is fuch an 7dea of a Chriſtian Church, a thing unreaſonable, inconlfiſtent, 
or contrary to any Law of its Foundation ; or rather, is 1t not a very true 
and juſt repreſentation of that Society of raen, which our bleed Saviour 
inſtituted as a Church in the world ? | 
2, Do you mean, That theſe Motives ſhould prove the Chriſtianghurch at 9g, 14. 
large infallible or your preſent particular univerſal Church of Rome? For 
ſome of your Motives ſeem to reſpect the oze, and the reſt the other No- 
tion of it. When you mention wiracles. efficacy, purity and excellency of* 
Dodrine, fulfilling of Poagyons, do you really intend theſe for the proof 
of your preſent Roman-Churches Tnfallibility, as that is diſtinCt from all 
other Churches of Chriſtzans in the world ? If you do (as you muſt, if you 
ſpeak to the purpoſe) ſhew us what miracles, efficacy, purity and excellency 
of DoFrine there arc in your Church beyond and belide all other Churches 
mthe world : What frlfilling of Prophecies among you, which makes your 
Church infallible 2 Ts it the Prophecy, That your Church ſhall be infallible 
that is fulfilled? Shew then to us where that Frophecy is, and how it ap- 
pears to be fulfilled 2 Ts it becauſe your Church pretends to be infallible? 1 
do heartily acknowledge, ſome Prophecies are therein fulfilled, but ſuch as 
your Chxrch hath little ground to be proud of their accompliſhment. Bur, 
to all impartial Chriſtzars, the accompliſhment of thoſe Prophecies, which 
leak of the degenerate ſtate of the Church, as they are a great Confirmation 
of the Infallibility of the Divine Revealer of them, when they ſee it ſore- 
markably in the ſienatwres of your Church: ſo they are far from _ any 
otive 
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motive of credibility tothem to prove your Church to be Infallible, Unleſ 
it be meant that the ſtate of your Church is an infallible evidence that thoſe 
Propheſies are fulfilled, But I pray, why ſhould fu{fillihg of Propheſtes,make 
your Church Infallible £ Thad rather thought, if you could have proved 

our Church to have been Prophetical, it had been more to your purpoſe, 
And if your Popes in Cathedra had foretold future events, which by their 
coming to pals, had evidenced to the world they had a tre ſpirit of Pro- 
pheſſe, then indeed you had faid ſomething towards Trfallibility, . But 
that the meer fulfilling of Propheſies,owned Divine by all Chriſtzans, ſhould 
prove your Church Infallible, is uch a motive of Credibility concerning that 
Tefallibility, that it proves nothing, but by this conſequence, If Chriſt were 
Tafallible, then your Church is, Or do you mean, becauſe ſome Propheſies 
concerning your Church are fulfilled, therefore your Church is Infallible;, b 
theſame reaſon I hope you will not deny, but that Antichriſt is Infallible, 
for when ever he did, doth,or ſhall appear,no doubt there will be falfitling 
of Propheſies, and thole very clear ones too. And therefore Antichriſt and 
gour Pope may go together for Ifallibility. 

But it may be yet youu have ſome other zzotives belices fulfilling Prophe- 
ſes, and thoſe are miracles; now you ſpeak indecd to the purpoſe. But 
yet ſtill we poor Infidels thee eat of your Church ) deſire a little ſatis 
faction concerning them too. 1. We very reaſonably delire, That he in 

your Church who pretends moſt to infallibility, ſhould do theſe miracles him. 
ſelf. For that was alwayes the way in Scripture, tor them whoſe teſtimony 
was to be believed 1-fallible, to be the workers of thoſe miracles which 
ſhould induce men to believe fuch' an rfallzbility. Do you think the 
Iſraelites would have believed Moſes Infallible, if any ordinary 1ſraelite 
had wrought thoſe #iracles which he did ? unleſs you would ſuppoſe that 
thoſe miracles were purpoſely wrought to have atteſted that Moſes was 
Tyfallible, But yet God thought it much more fit, that Moſes himſelf 
ſhould be the i»ſtra-zent of doing them, and ſo it was with our Bleſſed $4- 
viour, Let then your Church produce the ſeveral miracles wrought by 
your Popes to atteſt their Infallibility 3 or, if you believe Pope and Conncil 
the ſubject of Trfallibzlity,produce the mriracles to prove that. God was 
alwayes fo juſt and reaſonable, as not to expect the belict of any Infallibi- 
lity withBut ſuch evidences given for it as might perlwade men to believe 
it : and fou acknowledge, That independently on Scripture there can be no 
ſuch prodf of Tnfallibility as Miracles, and you require it from us to believe 
the preſent Church Infallible, where then are your preſent miracles wrought 
to atteſt this Infallibility 2 For as long as you require ſuch an aſlent to 
the preſent Churches Tnfallibility, it is neceflary on your own grounds, that 
the preſent Church ſhould alwayes work wziracles in order to the proving 
this 72fallibility. 

2. We deſire ſuch miracles as may ſufficiently convince the Infidels as to 
this point of your Infallibility. For that was alwayes the way uled in Scri- 
pture; The intention of xriracles was to perſwade thoſe who did not be- 
lieve. Would Pharaoh, or the #gyptians have believed Moſes, if all his 
miracles had been wrought in a corner, where none but Jjraelites had been 
preſent? Would the Jews have believed 7# Chriſt, if he had not come in 
publick. among them, and wrought ſuch frequent, publick, and uncor- 
trouled macs, that his greateſt exexzies durſt not deny them? If you 
would then have us believe your preſent Churches Infallibility, let your 
Pope, or at leaſt your Prieſts come and do ſuch kind of miracles among 

us 
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us which may bear the examination of inquiſitive men, and then try whe- 
ther we will not believe your Dfal/ibility ; but till then,excule us. Think 
not we are of ſuch eafie Faith, that the pretended growing out of a Leg 
in$pair, or any of your famous miracles wrought by your Prieſts in Haly, 
will perſiwade us to believe your Church Infal/ible. It is alwayes oblery- 
cd,your miracles are moſt talked on, where people are molt zgnorant, and 
therefore moſt apt to be deceived. Your Prieſts, like the Devils in the 
Trimitive times, can do nofeats when their oppoſers are by ; It is an cafie 
thing for a ſtu-p to grow a Leg in its pallage from Spazr hither ; for Fama 
creſcit eundo ;fuch things are moſt believed where circumſtances are leaft 
capable of examination. And the jaglings and impoſtures of your Prieſts 
have been ſo notorious in this kind, that their pretences to mzracles haye 
made more Trfidels then Catholicks, by making men more apt to queſtion, 
whether ever there were any real arracles done, then believe the truth 
of yours. Very likely then it is, that you ſhould perlwade the world 
your Church is Infallible, becauſe of the wriracles wrought in it, | 

2. What diſcriminationdo you put between thole lyi7g wonders which 
you are foretold ſhall be wrought at the coming of Antichriſt, and thoſe 
pretended miracles which are wrought among you ? Convince us by ſufti- 
cient evidence, that the things which ſeem moſt contirmed by your zzira- 
cles, viz. Invocation of Saints, 1s a thing conſonant to the doctrine eſta- 
bliſhed by the undoubted zzzracles of Chriit and his Apoſsles © It it becon- 
trary to it, cither you muſt prove that dorine falle z or, 1t you admit it 
true, you prove your #2iracles to be falſe : becaule contrary toa dofrine 
eſtabliſhed by wiracles undoubtedly Divine. And God can never be ſup- 
poled to attcit with ariracles the truth of derines contrary to each other. 
And thence the wileſt of your C4rch are fo far from inliſting on this of 
miracles for a motive of credibility concerning your Churches Infallibility, 
that they leave it out from being a ot2 of the Church; becauſe Hereticks, 
as they ſay, may as to all outward appearance work as great miracles as 
the beſt Catholicks. And theretore Bel/armin laith, No man can have an 
abſolute certainty concerning the truth of miracles, becauſe the Devil, though 
he cannot work true miracles.can work ,as to appearance,the greateſt, There- 
tore fince the confirniation of Chriſtian Religion by miracles undoubtedly Di- 
vine, there can be no rclyance'on the tryal of xriracles tor the truth of any 
deerine: tor thoſe very miracles and doFrine mult be judged according to 
that rule of Faith which was confirmed by Divine miracles. Thus we 
have examined thoſe zzotives which ſeem moſt to prove Infallibility, and 
ihewn how little they agree to the preſent Churches Infallibility. 

2. Asto the other motrves, what evidence do you produce, That where- 
ever they are, the Church is Tufallible 5 and, that thele do infalibly belong to 
gout Church tor both thele muſt be made evident, or you do nothing. 
Now theſe motives are, Sandity of life, Succeſſwn, Unity, Antiquity, and 
the very name of Catholick, &c. How hard is it to conceive the connexion 
between theſe and 7fa/ibility ! Nay, they are fo far fromit, that it hath 
been abundantly proved again{t your party, that theſe are no certain wotes 
of the true Church, (which is a Controvcrlic I ſhall not now diſcus). And 
ifthe Churchcannot be proved to be 1rnc by them, much leſs certainly will 
It be proved to be Infaible. But ſuppole all this, is your Church fo re- 


markable for 8anGity of life, that it {ſhould be a zotive for your Infallibili- 


?z® Have your Fopes been indeed ſuch He!y zrc#, that we may not queſtion 


bur they were moved by the Ho!y Ghoſt when they ſpake Certainly, you 
havg 
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- have ſome other way to know it then all Hiſtories both of friends ang 
enemies, and the conſtant fame of the world, which hath then much 
abuſed us with ſtories quite of another nature. Or, is the ſtate of y,y, 
Church ſo pure and holy, that it muſt ſhew it ſelf I-fallzble by that > Ry 
whom will you be judged by in this caſe? I defire younot to ſtand to th, 
verdif} of your Adverſaries. Will you believe men of your own Commyz,. 
on? pray read what ſad cgmplaints are made of the degenerate ſtate of you, 
Church by Petrarch, Mantuan, Clemangis, Eſpencewus, Eraſmus, Caſſandy 
and ſeveral others, and judge you whether we have not reaſon to cry yy 
the 8 anTity of your Church. But theſe, (it may be you will ſay) were dif 
contented perſons. Will you believe-then your Cardinals 2 And ifever yy 
will believe them, it ſhould certainly be, when they meet to adviſe coy. 
cerning the ſtate of your Church ; and was not this the expreſſion of the 
Colledge of choſen Cardinals for reformation of the Church, under Paul, 
Per nos, inquimmus, per nos, nomen Chriſti blaſphematur apud gentes. Ts ny 
this a great evidence of your Sanity f If you will not believe the Car. 
nals, you will not certainly queſtion the judgement of him whom yo 
would fain have to be 1»fa/ble, the Pope himfſelf. And theſe are the 
words of Adri:n 6. in his Inſtructions to his Legat at the diet of Norimbey 
A.D. 1522. Scimus in hac Sede aliquot jam annis multa abominanda fuſe, 
abuſus in Spiritualibizs, exceſſus in manaatis, & omnia deniq; in perterſun 
mmtata. Tf ever Pope was Infallible he was in ſaying ſo, and he could ng 
but be i» Cathedra when he ſaid it. You ſee then what evidence you hare 
from your ſelves concerning that Saniity of life which is in your Chure, 
But. it may be ſtil], you do not mean real Sanity, but that the _— 
your Church tends more to promote it, then that cf any other Churet, 
[ heartily wiſh, the quite contrary could not be too truly ſaid of it, andit 
is wcll known, that one of your great Artifices whereby you perſwade 
great Perſons to your Religion, 1s,the liberty it indulgeth them in ſ122 here, 
and yet the hopes it gives them of heaven hereafter. Our doftrine re- 
quires indiſpenſable obedience to all the precepts of Chriſt : Yours tells them, 
thoſe which are the moſt you and ſevere, are not precepts, but counſels of per- 
feFion. Ours, That there is no hope of Salvation without hearty amendment 
of life : Yours, That Pennance is requiſite and external ſatisfa&ion to th 
Church: and for internals,that Contrition is very commendable, but if there b: 
not that, Attrition will ſerve the turn. Ours, Charges men to look to then 
Salvation in this life, becauſe when life is ended their eſtate is irrecoverable: 
Yours, That though men dye in their ſins, yet they may be relieved by ih 
prayers of the Irving, and that there is hope they may get through Purgatoryti 
Heavcn at laſt. So that ſuppoſing any perſons to own Chriſtzanity to be 

true, it is hard to conceive there ſhould be more Arrtifices 1magined to 
reconcile the Lowe of the pleaſures of ſin here with the hopes of Heaven at laſt, 

than are uſcd by thoſe of your Profeſſion. So that it T ſhould fuppoſeny 
ſelfa Heathen Philoſopher, and any of your Profetfion ſhould come and tel 

me, Theſe were the Precepts, and theſe the Promiſes of Chriſtian Religion, 

but I could believe none of them, but by the Tnfallible propoſition of you 

Church, ar:d that I was to know your C hurch Infallible by that Sandity i 

life which was in itz when had throughly conſidered not only the in- 

prieties committed by the great ones of your Religion, even in Rome inthe 
firſt place, but the Artifices uſed to enervate all the Precepts of real Sat 

ity, and fo plainly to ſee what intereſt and deſign is carried on under al 


thele dr{gniſes : ſhould be inſuperably aflaulted with the thoughts that 
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thoſe of your Religion who were the Authours of theſe things, were lo far 
from believing your Church Tyfal/ible, that they really belicved neither 
Chriſtian nor any.other Religion in the world. So much tor that Sandy 
of life which is in your Chuch. © As tor your other motives of Unzly, Suc- 
veſſon, Antiquity, and the name of C atholick . &. they have ſolittle aftini- 
ty with any pretence of Infallibility, and do equally agree to thoſe 
Churches.as the Greek and Abyſſme, which you arelo far from acknowledg- 
ing Infallible, that you will not grant themto be true Churches (notwith- 
ſtanding theſe Motives) that I cannot ealily imagine to what ex4 you 


produced them, unleſs to let us fee, you had the gift of ſaying ſozrething, 
though »othing to the purpole. 


When you have thus apparently failed in producing any ſhadow of proof 


for your Churches Infallibility by theſe motives of credibility, we now come 
to ſe how good you are at the deferſtue part, who have been fo unhappy 
in your Attempts. Therefore we muſt conſider what arts you ule in put- 
ting by the force of thoſe arguments which are produced againſt you by 
his Lordſhip. After he had urged that queſtion againſt you, How it may 
appear that your Church is infallibly governed by the Holy Ghoſt, to which we 


have ſeen how impoſlible it is for you to give any ſatisfactory antwer, he 


proceeds to another Argument which lies 1n theſe words 3 Beſides.this is 


au inviolable ground of reaſon, That the principles of ary concluſion wvuſt be ; 
of more credit then the concluſron it jelf. Therefore if the Articles of 


Faith, the Trinity, the Reſurreien, and the reſt, be the cenluſions, and tie 
Principles by whith they are proved be only Fecleſraſtical Tradition 1, it »anit 
needs follow, that the tradition of the Church is more infallible then the Ar- 
ticles of Faith, if the Faith which'we have of the Articles ſhould be finally re- 
ſolved into the veracity of the Churches Teſtimony, To this your Anſwer is 
very conſiderable. 1. Youtell us, That the ground of all this diſcourſe is 
the anthority of Ariſtotle cited in the Margent, which you repeat after him, 
But I pray, Whence Jearn'd you that this was all the groxzzd of his dif- 
cqurſe ? For his Lordſhip doth not ſay, that Ariſtotle ſaith lo, and thereforc 
it is ſo; but ſaies,' That it is an inviolable ground of reaſon, (which words 
you prudently Icft out, that there might appear fome ſhadow for ſuch a 
cavil) and cites only the concurrent teltimony of Ariſtotle with that cvi- 
dence of reaſon which is in it. And will you deny this to be an undoubt- 
cd principle in reaſon, that, That which is aſſumed as the ground and _ 
why I aſſent to any thing, muſt be more certain and evident, then that is which 
T aſſent to on that grounds Certainly you muſt have an art above all other 
men to make the ſ#perſirn@ure ſtronger then the foundation ; the particu- 
lar Problems in Mathematicks, more evident then the Poſtulata; the cen- 
clyſion, furer then the Premiſes, But you think to come off this abſurdity. 
2.: By diſtinguiſting between Science and Faith, or, as you exprels it, betweer 
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the proceeding of the underſtanding when it works naturally and neceſſarily, - 


by. and from the evidence and clearnefs of its obje& + and when it works ſu- 
pernaturally and produceth ſupernatural and free as, meerly or at leaſt prin- 
cipally rom the impulſe and inclination of the will; for in ſuch caſes the 
Maxim holds not, viz. That the principles of a Conclufion muſt be of more 
credit then the concluſion it ſelf, Now the act of believing is ſuch an act; 
that is, which the underſtanding elicites, rather by a voluntary and ſree incle- 
nation and conſent of the will, then ſrom any evident certainty in the object 
whereto it aſſents. A moſt judicious and profound diſcourſe | to which 
I 'now not whether ever I can perſwade my will, but I am ure, Inever 
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ſhall zzy anderſtanding. Leſt you ſhould think, it is only ſome impulſe of 
»y will which hinders my aſſent, 1 (hall fairly lay downthe Reaſcns which 
keep me from it. 

1, That all aſlent of the underſtanding is grounded upon evidence, 

2. That however that evidence proceeds, yet the Foundation of: aſſent 
muſt be more evident then the thing aſlented to. And theſe two I ſup- 

ſe will fully reach the ſcope of your Anſwer, by ſhewing that your di- 
Rindtion of atts natural and ſupernatural, is both antrue and impertinent, 

I. That all aſſent is grounded upon evidence, 7, e. that no man can aſſent 
to any thing meerly becanſe he will, but there muſt be ſufficient reaſon in- 
ducing and perſwading to that aſſent, You acknowledge this to be true 
in as of Knowledge, but not of Faith; but, What do you make to be the 
genus in your definition of Fazth? T ſuppoſe you will ſay, it 1s an aſſent vf the 
#1ind. If it be ſo, the mind cannot be ſuppoſed to elicite an aCt of the lame 
nature in ſo repugnant a manner to it ſelf,that it ſhould affent to any thing 
without evidence. Iknow what diſcourſes thoſe of your party have,con- 
cerning the obſcurity which is necellary to Faith. If you mean obſcurity a; 
to the 6bjeF believed, 7. e. that the matters to be believed are not (o clear 
to us as demonſtrations, I will not gainſay it : but if you mean obſcurity 
or want of evzdence, as to the reaſox inducing me to believe, I utterly deny 
any ſuch obſcurity to belong to Faith, or to be conſiſtent with it. For 
God doth not require us to believe any thing without ſufficiert grounds for 
our believing it, and thoſe grouzds do bear a proportionable evidence to 
the nature of that afſext which he requires. If he requires an T-fallibl: 
aſſent he gives Infallible grounds ; if he requires a firm and certain aſſent, 
he gives To and certain grounds ; if he requires only a probable aſſent, he 
gives only probable evidence. But (till, ſuch as the #ature of the aſſent is 
tuch is the evidence he gives for it. To make this plainer by an Inſtance, 
That Chrit was the true Meſſrs, he requires an aſſent built upon T»fallible 
grounds, and therefore God gave ſuch Infallible evidence of it by the Mt- 
racles which he wrought. That theſe Afracles were once really done, he 
requires our fir-2 aſſent, and therefore gives certain evidence by an Univer: 
{al and uncontrouled tradition; but whether St. Paxl or any other Apoſts- 
lical perſon were Authour of the Fpiſtle to the Hebrews, he requires only 
an aſſert built on the moſt probablegrounds, and theretore he hath given 
usno more for it. But ſtill as the aſext is, ſo the evidence muſt be. For 
Faith being an a& of the rind, whoſe nature is to judge according tp 
reaſozr, we cannot ſuppoſe any aCt of it to proceed in a bratih manner by 
a meer impulſe of the will, 1 deny not, but the will may be ſaid to have 
{ome kind of influence upon the underſtanding, both 1n furthering and 
hindering aſſext : but it 18 not by any command it hath over the rind in its 
ads, but as it can divert the mind from, or incline it to, the fearching into 
the evidence of the things. Therefore when we commonly ſay, Factl cre- 
dimus que volunus, and lo on the contrary ; it is not becauſe of the will 
immediate power upon the underſtanding, but, as the deſire of a thing 
makes us i2quiſitive after it, fo the dillike of it makes us unwilling to hear 
the reaſons tor it, and ready to entertain any pretence againſt it. Thus, 
I grant, the zl! may have power upon the mind as to the eliciting the ab 
of Faith, not that I can aſſent to a thing as trxe, becauſe I defire it to be 
true ; but this inclination of the wal removes thole impediments which 
weuld obſtruct my diſcovery of the evidence which isin ir. You has 
certainly a 2aind of another mould then others have that can believe - ng 
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yhich do not appear.credible to you ; yet ſuch a kind of Faith as this, is 
very neceſlary for your Churches Tfallibility ; and for that, your diſcourſe 
of believing by the impulſe of the will, is very proper and ſcaſonable. But 
other perſons may think it an Imperfe@ion in their minds,that they cannot 
belicve any thing any further than it appears credible; that is, that they 
can £/no further than they have /egs 3 nor ſee when their eyes are ſhut, or 
the room dark, . But, it may be, you will tell me, All this diſcourſe pro- 
ceeds on ſuppoſition, that Faith were a natural af of the mind: but you ſpeak 
of a ſupernatural Faith. It may be ſo but, I hope, you year not of an zrra- 
tional Faith,which muſt believe things beyond the evidence of their Cred;- 
bility. Faith, whether natural or pernctnel acquired or infuſed, is (till 
#1 a& of the mind; and let it have but what belongs to it as ſuch, and call * 
it what-you will. I deny not a peculiar Operation of Grace, in the elici- 
ting the AF of Divine Faith; but ſtill I fay, The manner whereby it is 
wrought, muſt be agreeable to the nature of the Underſtanding, and by 
diſcovering the Credibility which is in the Objects of Faith, =_ lay, 
The Aſent is infuſed, T muſt ſay, The Evidence 1s firſt znfuſed;, for as 
Chriſt, when he healed the blind, did not make them ſee ObjeFs which did 
not appear viſible; ſo neither doth the Spirit of God in planting Faith 
make men diſcern Objects which do not appear credible; and the 
ſtronger rhe Aſſet is, the greater is the Evidence and Credibility of the 
Object. ad can you call thca that azy free inevident Aſſent, which goes 
no further than the Object appears credible © It cannot be then any Act 
of the Will, but mecrly of the 1ind, which yields aflent to any Object 
propounded as credibleto it. So that in what way and manner Aſert 1s 
required, in that fame manner doth God give proportionable evidence : I 
deny not but that Aſert is required to Objects inevident to ſenſe and rea- 
fon; but thenT ſay, The Afert is not required to what is obſcure and i- 
evident; but to what is evident to us, ind therefore credible, In the 1n- 
-arnation of the Son of God, the manner of the Hypoſtatical Union is to 
us 7nevident, but then God doth not require our Aflent to the Marner, 
but to the Truth of the thing it ſelf. Where-cver God requires us to be- 
lieve any thing as True, he gives us evidence that it is fo : where-ever it 
appears the thing is izevident, we may lawfully ſuſpend our Aſert, and,for 
all that I know, it 1s our duty fo to do. 
But w have not done with this profound diſcourſe ; For you very g. 17. 
[-arnedly diſtinguiſh a double proceeding in probations ;, the one is, per prin- 
{ipit intrinfeca, which you very well Englith (by zntrinſecal Principles) 
1. 6, ſth as have a neceſſary, natural connexion with the things proved, and 
Jo manifcjt and lay open the objedts themſelves ;, the other js,per principia ex- 
trinieca {tz « «ya Principles ) that 3s, ſuch as have no natural or m_ 
Jury connexion with, nor do produce any ſuch evident manifeſtation of the 
things proved, but their ca, (viz, whereby they determine the under- 
ff ending to aſſent ) doth wholly depend on the worth and wertue of that exter- 
nal Principle, whereby ſuch probations arc 1z2ade. This you apply to Know- 
ec md Faith, that as Knowledge proceeds in the former way, ſo Faith doth 
in th: latter, which depends purely upon extrinſecal Principles, viz. the Au- 
thori!z, Ver 1city, Gooaneſs, and Knowledge of God affirming it 5 which was 
rmmedictoly krown to the Prophets and Apoſtles, but mediately to ws, which 
For: wer, muſt be infallibly conveged to us which can only beby thete zmony of 
?2 Chrych, This is the ſubſtance of your third Section; to which I an- 
fiver, t. That all Cer; 1jty in the afts of the Mind, whether in Knows ' 
s 2 ledgs 
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l:dge or Faith, muſt equally wyppoe the Truth of ſomc extrinſecal Prin. 
ciples, viz. the veracity and goodneſs of God : for otherwile we cannot cex. 
tainly judge of thoſe you call Principia intrinſeca, to know what thing 
have neceflary and natural connexion with the things proved. For, un. 
leſsT ſuppoſe that God 15 ſo Trxe and Good, as not to lutfer me tobe de. 
ceived in the proper a#ings of my Faculties, I may judge fuch things tg 
have connex1ons and = 7 one upon another, whuch really haye 
nothing ſo. And therefore, ſo far your diſtinction — Science and 
Faith, will not hold. But 2. It the meaning of this diſtinction be only 
this, That there isa difſerent proceeding ina demonſtration, from what 
there is in az af of Faith, 1 deny it not z but ſuppoſe it nothing to your 
purpoſe.For,though the evidence be diſcovered in a different way,yet there 
1s in both proportionable evidence to the nature of the 4ſſent. When] 
aft, becauſe I know that the thing is trze, the evidence of the thing it 
elf, isthe ground of that Aſlent z but, when I aſſert upon the Author 
of any perſon, the Credibility of his Teſtimony, is the evidence on which that 
Aſſent is grounded. Though this latter evidence be of another kind, yet 
it is ſufficient for that a& of the zind, which is built upon it; and that 
Teſtimony which I eſtabliſh a firm 4ſezt upon, muſt Le as evidext in it 
kind, 7. e. of Credibility, as the evidence of a thing demorſtrable in the 
nature of a Demonſtration. 3. The main ſtrength of your Anſwer leem; 
tolye in this, That inſuch an Aſſent as is built upon Authority as in the caſ 
of Faith, when we do not immediately hear God ſpeaking, but it is conveyed 
to us by the Teſtimony of others, it is neceſſary that this Teſtimony be infallible, 
But, good Sir, this 1s not our preſent Queſtion, Whether it be neccſlar 
that this Teſtimony be izfal/ibly conveyed to us, but, ſuppoſing ſuch an in- 
fallible Conveyance, Whether that infallible Teſlimony muſt not be more 
credible than the matters which are believed upon it ? But, as though ne- 
ver any ſuch thing had been ſtarted : You give us a long diſcourſe of the 
different proceeding of Science and Faith, but never offer to apply it to the 
butineſs in hand. I muſt thercfore ingenuoully commend you for an ex- 
cellent Art of gliding inſenſtbly away trom a buſineſs you cannot anſiver, 
and caſting out a great many words not to the purpoſe, that you may ſeen 
to touch the matter, when you arc far enough from it. 

And thereforeI ſay, Secondly, 71hat however the evideuce proceeds in 
matters of Eaith, yet whatever is the F ound.:tion of Aſſent, muſt be more evi 
dent than the thing aſſentedto, Eſpecially where you ſuppole the Aſſet to 
be infallible, and the Teſtimony infallible, which muſt aſcertain it to us 
This will be plainer by an inſtance. If I ask you, Why you believe the 
Reſurre@ion of the dead, your Anſwer 1s, becauſe of the Authority of him 
that reveals it : The next Queſtion then is, Why you believe that Goa 
hath revealed it ;, your Anſwer is, Becauſe the Teſtimony of the Church is in- 
fallible which delivers it, Whereby it is plain, That though your firſt 
Anſwer be from God's Authority, yet the laſt reſolution of your Faith, is, 
the Infallbility of your Churches Teſtimony; and that being the laſt reſolu- 
tion, that Txfallibility muſt be the Principle on which the belief of the reſt 
depends. For, according to your Principles, though God had revealed it, 
Jet if this Revelatzon were not atteſted by the infallible Teſtimony of your 
Church, weſhould not have ſufficient ground to bclieve it. And if with- 
out that, we can have no ſuthcicnt ground to bclicve, then this Principle 
The Church js infallible, muſt be more credible than the Reſurretion of the 
dead. Which was the Abſurdity his Lordſhip charged upon you, and 
you arc far from bcing able to quit your {clt ot; ; 
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The next thing which you buſie your ſelf much in anſwering of, is, | 19 
That according to theſe Principles of reſolution of Faith, you make the Churches : 
Teſtimony the formal Obje@ of Faith, which you acknowledge your ſelf to. be a 
great Abſurdity, and therefore make uſe of many ſhifts to avoid, I ſhall re- 
duce the ſubſtance of your verboſe, and immethodical Anſwer into. as 
narrow a compaſs asI can, without defalking any thing of the ſtrength of 
it. You tell us then, That onr Faith is reſolved into God's Revelations, 
whether written, or unwritten, as its Formal _ ; and our Infaltible-4 
rance, that the things we believe as G od's Revelations are revealed from bins, 
is reſolved into the Infallibility of the Churches Definitions, teaching us, that 
they are his Revelations; And that the Formal Canſe of our Afſent in Divine 
= Faith, is God's Revelation delivered to the Church without writing ; but, be- 
| cauſe that is as it were at diſtance from ws, it is approxituated, or immediate- 
I Hh applied tows by the infallible Declaration of the preſent Church, Hence it 
= appears, our Faith reſts only upon God's Revelation as its Formal ObjeF, 
though the Churches Voice be a condition ſo neceſſary for its reſting thereon,that 
it cat never attain that Formal Oljed withont it. And laſtly, you tell us, 
| The Churches Authority then being more known te us than the Scriptures, may 
well be ſome reaſon of our admitting them, yet the Scriptures ſtill retain their 
prerogative above the Church : and thence you diſtinguiſh of the certainty of 
| the Objett and Subjet:, from all which you conclude, That the Churches Defini- 
| tion 1s not the Formal Objed of Faith, but that our Faith relyes upon it as an 
Infallible Witneſs both of the written and unwritten Word of God, which is the 
Formal ObjeF. This is the ſubſtance, in your long Anſwer, of what hath 


P. 58. n. 4, 


' © theface of reaſon and pertinency : WhichTI come to a cloſe and particular 
- © cxamination of. And that you may not fay, I paſs over this important 
© Controverſje, without a through diſcuſſion of it; I ſhall firſt prove, that 


- © itneceflarily follows from your Principles, That the Churches Infallible 
e 7 Teſtimony muſt be the Formal Object of Faith. And 2. That the An- 
: ſwers you give arc far from being ſatisfactory that it is not. 

. 1. That it neceſſarily follows ſrom your Principles, That the Churches Tnfal- 
L lible Teſtimony wſt be the Formal Obje@ of Faith, Tn order to which, we 
mult conſider, what the ſcope and defign of this Diſcourle is, concerning 
the Reſolution of Faith, The Queſtion ſtarted by MF. Fiſher, in the Corr 


! ference, was, How his Lordſhip knew Scripture to be Scripture, or, How the 
- Divine Authority of the Scriptures was to be proved. To this his Lordſhip 
0 rcturnsa large Anſwer, to which you attempt a Reply in this Chapter, 
, and mention this to be the main Queſtion, How Scriptures may be known 
f to bethe Word of God. To this, youtell us, No ſatisfafory Anſwer can be 
il given, but ſrom the infallible Teſtimony of the Church, and the great reaſon 
a given by you in all your diſconrſe, is this, That this is an Article to be believed 
j- with Divine Faith, and Divine Faith muſt be built on an Infallible Teſtimony. 
ſt The Queſtionthen reſulting kence, is, Whether on theſe Principles you 
I do not make the 1fallible Teſtinrony of the Church, the Formal Obje of 
[- Faith? You deny, and we athrmit ; but before I come to the particular 

{ Evidences of the Cauſe,ſome genera!l peſtulata muſt be laid down, which 

t, © by the very ſtate of the Controvertie, muſt be acknowledged by you, 
x WW 8 Whichare ; 

- 1. That the Queſtion in diſpute 1s not concerning the Formal Object 
le WF Ofallthings divinely revealed, but concerning the believing this to be a 

be WY Particular Divine Revelation, For, it is obvious to any one that conſt- 

d WE ders, what vaſt difference there is between thoſe two Queſtions, #hy you 


e © believe 
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believe that to be True which God hath revealed ;, the plain and eafic refoly- 
tionofthis, is, into the veracity and infallibility of God, 1n all his Revela. 
tions. Burtit is quite another Queſtion, when I ask, Why you believe thi, 
Yo have been a True Divine Revelation ? Or that ſuch particular Books con- 
tain the Word of God, And it is apparent, by the whole proceſs of the 
the Diſpute, that the Queſtion is not concerning the ft, but the ſecond 
oftheſe two. ; | 

2.\ That the Queſtion inot concerning any kind of perſwaſton, as to thi 
Divine Revelation, but Onrefnng that which you call Divine Faith, 
> 2." That this Divine Faith muſt be reſolved into ſome Teſtimony ſuppoſed 
i#fallible. Theſe three arc things agreed on between both parties, a 
appears by the whole management of this Controverſie. Only you ſup 
pole this Infalltble Teſtimony tobe the Church, which your Adverſary de. 
nies, and faith, It will follow from thence, that you make your Churche, 
Teſtimony the Formal Obje@ of Faith, which I thus prove: 

1. That which is the only Ground and Foundation whereon a Divine 
Faith is built, muſt be the Formal Objed of Faith : but the Infallible Teſti 
mony of your Church, isthe only Foundation whereon Faith is built. B 
the Formal Objet of Faith, 1 ſuppoſe you and I mean the ſame thing,which 
is the Foundation whereon the Certainty of the Aſſent is grounded, or the 
principal 0bjefive Canſe of Faith, viz. not every account that may be 
givenWWhy men believe, but that which is the only Certain Foundation to 
eſtabliſh a Divize Faith upon. Now, let any one but conſider what the 
Dreſtion is, and what your reſolution is, and then judge, Whether you 
make not the Churches Teſtimony the Formal Objef?, The Queſtion is, How 
we know the Scriptures to be the Word of God, which in other terms is, 
What the ground is why I aſſent to the Do@rine contained in Scripture « 
a Divine Revelations You fay, The Teſtimony of the Scripture it ſelf 
cannot be that ground; You ſay, The Teſtimony of the Spirit cannot be it; 
Youſay, A Moral Certainty cannot be it, becauſe then it is not Dzvine 
Faith : What then is the rcaſon why you believe it > Do you not over 
and over fay, It is becauſe of the infallible Teſtimony of the Church, which 
gives us ungqueſtionable aſſurance that this was a Divine Revelation; and yet 
for all this, this Teſtimony is'not the Formal Object of this Divine Faith, 
Fhe molt charitable apprehenſion I can have of you, when you write 
things ſo inconſiſtent, is, cither that you underſtand not, or conſider not 
what you write of, but take what hath been faid in ſuch caſes by men of 
vour own party, and right or wrong that ſerves for an Anſwer. But for 
all this, you tell us confidently, That your Faith is not reſolved into the voice 
of the Church, as into its Formal Objed ;, but it 3s enough to ſay, Onur Faith 
# reſolved into God's Revelations (whether written or unwritten) as its For- 
z1al Obje + and our infallible aſſurance, that the things we believe are Divint 
Revelations, 3s reſolved into the Infallibility of the Churches Defimtions. Theſe 
are excellent Notions if they would hang together, But, 

1. We cnquire not what is ezongh to ſay in ſuch a caſe, but what ground 
you have for ſaying what you do.- You have enough to ſay upon many ſub- 
jxeQts in this Book (or elſe your Book would never have ſwell'd to the 
bulk it hath) but you have generally very /ttle reaſon tor what Jou ſoy 

2. Is that infallible Aſſurance, that the things we belicve as God's Re 
velations, are revealed trom him, a thing call'd Faith or no? If it be, asl 
hope you will not deny it, then by your own Confcflion, Faith is rcfolved 
into the Churches Teſtimony as jts Formal Object ; tor, you fay, This an 
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lible Aſſmrance is reſolved into the Infallibility of the Churches Definitions, 
teaching us, that they arc his Revelations. Thele are your own words. 
And, do you yet deny this Teſtimony of the Church to be the Forxral 0b- 
ject of this infallible Aſſurance £ 
3. What is it you mean, when you ſay, That Faith is reſolved into God's 
Revelations as its Formal Object © Is it, that the reaſon why we believe, is, 
Becauſe God hath revealed theſe things to us £ But that, you know, is not 
the matter at all in queſtion, but, How we come to aſlent to ſuch a Do- 
Hrine as a Divine Revelation? Anſwer me punctually toitz Can you pof- 
ſibly reſolve your Faith into any thing elſe, as its Formal Object # If you 
can, I pray do us the favour to name it. If you reſolve this Faith, as 
you ſeemto expreſs your mind, into Divine Revelation, as its Formal Ob- 
ect; Shew us where that Revelation is extant, for which you believe 
Scripture to be the Word of God. Is it the Scripture it ſelf, or a Revelation 
diſtinct from it ? If you ſay, It is the Scripture it ſelf, then you muſt make 
the infallible Teſtimony of your Church needleſs; tor then we may have 
infallible Aſſurance, that the things we believe are Divine Revelations, 
without your Churches Teſtimony or Definitions : Then, what 1s beccme 
of the unwritten Tradition you mention in theſe words, If then it be de- 
manded, Why we believe ach Books as are contained in the Bible to be the 
Tord of God , we anſwer, Becauſe it is a divine unwritten Tradition, that 
they are his Word ; and this Divine Tradition is the Formal Object, whereon 
our Faith relyes, Well then, our laſt reſolution of Faith is into this Di- 
vine unwritten Tradition: But, whence come you to know, that this 
Tradition is Divine £ Into what Revelation 1s the belict of that finally re- 
ſolved ? Doth it appear to be ſo by it ſelf, and then why may not the Scri- 
ptrre? or hath it ſome other Revelation, and Divine Tradition to atteſt it ? 
And then the ſame Queſtion returns concerning that, and fo iz: infinitnns, 
or cI{c of neceſſity you muſt acknowledge one of theſe two things 3 Ei- 
ther that ſome Divine Revelation may ſufficiently manifeſt it ſelf, without 
any infallible Teſtimony of your Church : Or elle, that this infalible Teſti- 
:0ny muſt be the Forwal Object of Faith. Of theſe two, chute which you 
leaſe, | 
; 2, I prove that you muſt make the Churches Teſtimony the Formal 0b. 
ject of Faith, becauſe either you muſt make it ſo, or you muſt deny Dz#- 
vine Revelation to be the Formal Object of Faith; becauſe the reaton is 
equal for both. I demand then, How you refolve your Belief of the 
Truth of the Doctrine of Chriſt, you tell me, into Divine Revelation, as its 
Formal Object ? Task yet further, Why you believe the Revelation made 
by Chriſt to be Divine. Your Anſwer mult be, either that your Churches 
Teſtimony gives you i»fa//ible Aſſurance of it, and then«the former Argu- 
ment returns : or elſc that Chriſt manifeſted his Teſtimony to be infallible, 
and therefore his Revelation Divine, becaule of the Motrves of Credibility, 
which accompanied his preaching. If this be your Anſwer, as it muſt 
be by your former diſcourle, then by the ſame reafon I prove your Churches 
Teſt1ony to be the Formal Object of Faith, becauſe you have endeavoured 
to prove the Churches Infallibility by the ſame Motives of Credibility that 
Moſes and Chriſt proved theirs. Either therefore retract all your former 
diſcourſe, or el{e'confeſs, that by the ſame reaſon that the Divine Revela- 
tron made by Chriſt, is the Formal Object of Faith, the infallible Teſtimony 
of your Church mult be ſo tov. For according to your own ſuppoſition, 
there are equal Motives of Credibility, and therefore equal obligation to 
believe the 1zfallibil;ty of one as of the other, 3. If 
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from all errour, in defining any thing as a point of Chriſtian Faith, that is, 


2. If the only reaſon which makes any = bethe Formal Object agrees 
to the Teſtimony of your Church, then that Teſtimony muſt be the Forwy 
Object of Faithto them that believe it. Now, that which is the only req. 
ſon which makes any thing to be the Formal Object of Faith, is the Suppy. 
ſition that it is 7zfallible. For, why do you reſolve your Faith finally ing 
Divine Revelation ? Is it not becauſe you ſuppoſe God to be infallible in a1 
Revelations of himſelf; and therefore if your Church be infallible, as yy 
ſay it is, by the ſame reaſon that muſt be the Formal 0bjet of Faith: it 
it were by the revelation of God himſelf 2 But here you think to vbyiate 
this objeCtion by ſome ſtrange diſtinctions concerning your Tfallibiliq, 
You tell us therefore, The Churches Infallibility is not abſolutely and fimph 
Diwine ;, or that God ſpeaks immediately by her Definitions : bat only that(i, 
is ſupernaturally infallible, by the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt preſerving he 


aTruth revealed from God, which is not truly and really ſo revealed. A rar 
Diſtinction this! You ſay afterwards, The Churches Definition is abſolute. 
ly infallible, but yet this Infallibility is not abſolutely and ſuriply Divine: | 
pray tell us, What is it then? You fay, It is Supernatural, but not Dizin, 
and this Supernatural Infallibility , by the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt ſecuring 
from all errour, but yet not abſolutely and preciſely Divine : I pray tell ug 
What kind of Infallibility that was which the Apoſtles had in delivering 
the DoFrine of Chriſt, was that any more than ſuch a Sxpernatural 1nfal 
libility as you fondly arrogate to your Church, viz, ſuch a one as might 
ſecure them from all errour in defining any thing as a point of Chriſtiax 
Faith, which was not ſo, that is, as a Truth revealed from God, which was 
not truly and really fo revealed. And yet, I ſuppoſe, you will nor de 
ny, but thoſe who lived in the Apoſtles times, might relolve their Faith 
into that Irfallibility which they had as its Formal ObjeF, and therefore 
why not as well into your Churches Infallibility, fince you pretend toas 
great Infallibility in your Church as ever was in the Apoſtles, Thus, I hope, 
I have thewn it impoſlible for you, not to make the Churches Teſtimony 
the Formal Object of Faith, ſince _ mak<eit infallible as you do. 

2. We come now to conlider, the /ittle evaſtors and diſtinFons. where- 
by you hope to get out of this Labyrinth, But, having lo manifeſtly pro- 
ved, that it follows from your Principles, That the Churches Teſtimony; 
the Formal Obje& of Faith, all your diſtinCtions fall of themſelves ; for 
thercby it appears, that your Churches Teſtimony is not meerly a zeceſs- 
ry Condition of believing, but is the Forzzal Cauſe and Reaſon of it, there- 
tore your inſtance of approximation in natural Cauſes, is nothing to the 
purpoſe. No more is that of a Commonwealth's pra&iſing the ſame Laws, be- 
ing an Argument that thoſe were its primitive Laws : Unleſs you ſupple it 
impoſiible, 1. That a Common-wealth ſhould ever alter its Laws, Or, 
2. That it ſhould pradiſe contrary to its primitive Laws, Or 3. That | 
ſhould be ſupernaturally Infallible in judging which are primitive Laws, 
and which not 3 without theſe Suppoſitions, I ſay, That Inſtance figni- 
hes nothing to the buſineſs in hand 3 and when you have proved theſe 
true, I will give you a further Anſwer. Your Antwer to Ariſtotles Text, 
or rather tothat doubted Maxim of Reaſon, with which the citation 0 
Ariſtotle concurred, hath been confidered already. Your Anſwer to 
the Teſtimony of Cans, is like the reſt of your diſcourſe, trivial, and 
not to the purpoſe ; for Cars doth not only deny the Churches Teſtims- 
29 tobe the Formal ObjedF of Faith, but the Aewr” Fo of —_— Te- 
ſtimory 
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fimony to be infallible, Non intelligitur neceſſario, quod credo docen;; Ec- 
cleſie tanquam teſti infallibili, are the very words of the Teltimony cited 
inthe Margin of his Lordſhips Books. | | 
Yournext £e&#:0n affords us fome more words, but not one drachm 
more of reaſon. For, How do you prove, that the Churches Authority is 
more known to us than the Scriptures £ or, How can you make it appear, 
that there is any Authority, but what is relative to us, and therefore the 
diſtintion is in it (elf. filly, of Authority in ſe, & quoad nos. For, whatever 
hath Authority, hath thereby a reſpect to ſome it hath its Authority over, 
And, Can any thing be a ground of Faith {ply and in it ſelf, which isnot 
ſo towards us : For the Formal Object of Faith, is that for whole ſake we 
believe, and therefore, if Divine Revelation be,as you lay, the Formal 
Object of Faith, then it muſt be more &own to #5, than the Teltimony of 
the Church : For, that muſt be more known to #5, which 1s the main 


' cauſe of Believing. But, if all your meaning be, that we muſt firſt know 


what the Church delivers for Scripture, before we can judge whether it 
were divinely revealed or no : I grant it tobe true; but what 1s this to 
your Infallibility 2 Will you prove the Infallibility of your Church to be 
more kxown to us, than that of the Scriptures 5 and, on ſuppoſition that 
were true, can you then prove that the Scripturcs ſhould {t1!] retain 
their prerogative aboye the Church 2 What your Authors dittingutſh 
concerning objective and ſubjective Certainty, pertains not to thus place. 
forthe worth and dignity of the Scriptures, may cxcecd that of Tradition, 
yet, when the knowledge of that worth, relycs on that Tradition, your 
eſteem of the one, muſtbe according to your eſtecm of the other. I will 
not here enquire, Whether the adheſion of the Will, can exceed the clearnefs 
of the Underſtanding;nor Whether Ariſtotle was unacquainted with ſubjective 
Certainty ; nor Whether our adheſion to Articles of Faith, be ſtronger than to 
any Principles evident to natural teaſon : For, I look upon all theſe Afler- 
tions to ſerve you in nocther capacity, than as excurſions from the matter 
in hand; and therefore I ſhall not gratifie you ſo far as particularly to ex- 
amine them. For all then that hath been yet produced by you, his Lord- 
ſhips Argument remains good, that, according to your Principles, the 
Churches Teſtimony muſt be made the Formal Object of Faith, and I am the 
more confirmed mit by the weakneſs of your.evaſions; and,l hope, I have 
now made good thoſe words which you challenge his Lordſhip for, That 
it were no hard thing to prove it. | $07 

The next Abſurdity charged upon you by his Lordſhip, is, hat all the 
Authorities of Fathers, Councils, nay of Scripture too, nmſt be finally reſolved 
into the Authority of the preſent Roman Church : And, though they would ſeen 
to have us believe the Fathers, and the Church of old: yet they will not have 
us take their Doctrine from their own writings, or the Decrees of Councils, 
becaiſſe, as they ſay, We cannot know by reading them, what their meaning 
was, but ſrom the infallible Teſtimony of the preſent Roman Church teaching 
by Tradition. And this, he tells you, is, the cunning of this deviſe. To 
which you anſwer ; By what hath been ſaid, it appears, That there 1s no de- 
vice or cunning at all, either in taking away any thing due to the Fathers, 
Councils, or Scripture 5, or in giving too muchto the Tradition of the preſent 
Church, For we acknowledge all due reſpect to the Fathers, and 4s much (to 
ſpeak modeſtly) as any of our adverſaries party. But, they muſt pardon ws, if 
re prefer the general interpretation of the preſent Church, before the reſult of 
eny mans partichilar Phanſie, As for Scripture, we cver extolit above the De- 
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finitions of the Church, get affirm it to be in many places ſo obſcure, that we 
cannot be certain of its true ſenſe, without the help of a living, infallibk 
Judge, to determine and declare it, which can be no other than the preſen 
Church. And what we ſay of Scripture, may, with proportion, be applied ty 
Ancient General Councils. For, though wc willingly ſubmit to them all, 
et where they happen to be obſcure in matters requiring Determination, we 
ſeek the afffance and direction of the ſame living Infallible Rule, viz. the Tra. 
dition, or the Sentence of the preſent Church. The Queſtion 1s, S»ppoſi 
your Churches Teſtimony to be infallible, without which we can have no 
farance of what Fathers, Scriptures, and Councils ſay, What Authority re. 
rains among you, toany, or all of theſe? And it:is not, what ref 
you tell ws, you give them; (for you may as eaſily ſpeak, as believe cop- 
traditions) but what is really left to them, if your Opinion concerning 
the preſent Churches Infallibility betrue. And he that cannot ſee the 
cunning of this Device of reſolving all into the Authority of the preſent 
Roman Chnrch, will never underſtand the intereſt of your Church; bur, it 
ſeems, you apprehend it ſo much, as not to ſeem to do it, and have tog 
much cx7ing to confeſs it. But, this muſt not be ſo cafily paſſed over, 
this being one of the grand Artifices of your Church, to make a great noile 
with Fathers, Scriptures, and Councils among thoſe moſt, who underſtand 
them leaſt, when your ſelves reſolve them all into the preſent Churches 
Teſtimony. Which is firſt togagge therr, and then bid thenr ſpeak, 

Firſt, For the Fathers, you ſay, Tow acknowledge all dye reſpect to them; 
but the Queſtion is, What kind of reſpect that is which can be due to them, 
when, let them ſpeak their minds never fo plainly, and agree in what they 
pleaſe, and deliver what they will as the Judgement of the Church; ye 
all this can give us no Aſſrance at all on your Principles, unleſs your 
Church doth infallibly determine the ſame way. What then do the F« 
thers (1gnifie with you ? Doth the Infallibility of your Churches Definition 
fron on the conſent of the Fathers? No, you tell us, She is ſuperns 
turally aſſiſted by the Holy Ghoſt ; and if ſo, I ſuppoſe the judgement of 
the Fathers is not that which ſhe relyes on. But, it may be, you 
will ſay, This ſupernatural Afiſtance directs the Church to that which wa 
the Judgement of the Fathers in all Ages. This were ſomething indeed, 
if it could be proved : But then I would never read the Fathers, to 
know what their mind is, but aske your Church what they meant : And, 
though your Chyrch delivers that as their ſenſe, which is as oppoſite as 
may be, both to their words and judgements; yet this 13 part of the re- 
ſpect due to them, not to believe whatever they ſay themſelves, but what 
your Church tells us they ſay. A moſt compendious way for Oy 
Fathers, and making them ſure not to ſpeak any thing againſt your Church, 
Tkeretore I cannot but coramend the ingenuity of Cornelizs Muſſus, the 
Biſhop of Bitonto, whoſpake that out, which more wary men are con- 
tented onely to think. Fgo, ut ingenue fatear , plus wni ſummo Ponti- 
tifici crediderim in his que myſteria fidei tangunt , quam mille Augt- 
ſtinis, Hieronymis, Gregoriis. That I may deal freely, faith he, 1 
would ſooner believe the Pope in matters of Faith, than a thouſand Au- 
guſtines, Hieromes, and Gregories. Bravely faid, and like a man that 
did heartily believe the Pope's Infallibilitz! And yet no more than 
every one will be forced to do that underſtands the Conſequence 
of his own Principles. And therefore Alphorſns 4 Caſtro was not to 
be blamed for preferring an Epiſtle of Anacletus ( though o__ 
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feit ) becauſe Pope, before Auguſtine, Hierome, or 
gn = however holy or learned. Thele men un- 
derſtood themſelves, and the intereſt of their 
church. And, although the reſt of them make 


Huic Anaclets ſol magis crediderim, & c+ 
quam Hieronyms, Auguſtine, ant Cuiuiss ali 
recentiort, quantimliber datio &> ſanfio Ade 
verſ, href! 1. 6. verbo Epiſcopus, 


finer leggs to the Fathers, than theſe do; yet when they ſeem to croſs 
their way, and entrench upon their Church, they find not much kinder 
entertainment for them. We may gueſs at the reſt by two of them, mert 
of great note in their ſeveral wales, the one for Controverſies, the other 
for his Commentaries, viz. Bellarmine and Maldonate, and let us ſee, when 
occafion ſerves, how rudely they handle the Fathers. If S. Cyprian 


ſpeaks againſt Tradition, it was, faith Belarmine, Ir: 
Afexce of kis errour, and therefore no wonder if he 
argued after the manner of erroneous perſons. If he op- 
poſeth Stephen the Biſhop of Rome, mn the bulineſs of 
Rebaptization; He ſeemeth, ſaith he, Ts have erred 
mortally in it. 1tf'S. Ambroſe pronounce Baptiſm in the 
name of Chriſt, to be valid, without the naming other 
Perſons in the Trinity; Bellarmine is not afraid to 
fav, That, in hjs judgement, his Opinion is falſe. It S. 
Chryſoſtome laith, That it is better not to be preſent at 
the Enchariſt, than to be preſent, and not receive it; 1 
fay (faith BeJarmine) That Chryſoltome, as at other 
times went beyond his bounds in ſaying ſo. I'S. Augu- 
ftine expound a place of Scripture not to his mind, 
he tclls him roundly, He did not throughly conſider 
what he ſaid. Do not theſe things argue that due 
reſpe& rhey had for the Fathers; fo long as they 


Reſpondeo, Cyprianum boe ſcripfiſſe cum eyro5 
rem ſunm tuert vellet, & ide non mirum fe 
err antium more tunc raidcitaretur, De ver- 
bo Dei. Ll. 4. c. 11. 


Videtur, martalittr peccaſſe. De Ponrif, 
R.1. 4.7. 


Hee Opinio falſ eſt; med judicis., De Pons 
tif. 1,4.C. 1x2, 


Di-o, Chryſoſtom'im ut quedam alia per ex 
ceſſum ita locatum eſſe, De Miſa, 1. 2, 


Cc. 10, 


Reſpmadeo, Auguſtinum non expendiſſe lss 
cum buac diligenter, De Euch. |. 1.c. 11, 


think they can make them ſerve their turns, then Who but the Fathers 2 If 
they appear refractory, and will not ſerve as hewers of wood, and drawers 
of water tothem, then Who are the Fathers 2 is the Churches judgement 
they rely cn, and not the Fathers, And therefore they never want waies 
themſelves of cluding all the Teſtimonies preduced out of them : If they 
cannot ſay, thole Teſt1onies are: forged (as ſome of them ay It, without 


any ſhew of realon.concerning that part of the Epiſtle of Epip 


anins,about 


the tearing the vail, in which an Image. was painted at Arablatha.) And 

as Bellarmine an{wers concerning the Author of the 7zzperfec? work on 

Matthew, becauſe he faith, There is zo way tothe finding Truth, . but read- 

ing the Scriptures ;, he therefore ſaith, This whole place was inſerted by ne verho wei, 
the Arrians;, as though that had been any part of the Controverfie be- / 4+ 6. 11» 


tween the Arrians and others. 


If Origen, or Cyril, on Leviticus, faith, 


It is neceſſary to follow the Scriptures, then an Anſwer is ready. That theſe mia: 


Homilies are of nogreat Authority : but if theſe will ſerve to defend the ,, 


a D.l.r, 


Apocrypha; if they ſpeak of the Obſcurity of Scripture; if they mention < g. 


the obſervation of Lent z, if they ſpeak of any thing tending to Auricular Con- 


L.y.c.1. 


fejzon,or Pernance, then they are good and authentick enough. Thus mores F 
the price of the Fathers riſes and falls according to their Uſe, like Slaves c. 7. t. 4-6 9, 
inthe market. If yet the Fathers {cer to deliver their judgements pe- 
rempterily in a matter contrary to the preſent ſenſe of their Church, then 
cither they ſpeak it in the heat of diſputation, or, it not, they were contra- 
dited by others as good as they 3 it many of them concurr, yet it was but 
their private judgement, not the ſenſe of the Catholick Church which they 
delivered. Still we fee, the rate the Fathers ſtand it, is their agreement, 
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with the preſent Koman-Church, if they differ from this, they were 14» 
like others, and might be deceived, only the Pope is infallible, or at leaf 
the preſent Roman-Church, For, if Hilary, Gregory Nyſſen, Chryſoſtouee, Cy- 
ril, Auguſtine, and others ſay, That Chriſt, when he ſaid, Upozr this Rock 
will I build my Church, underſtood Peter's Confe)ſton or himſelf, Nihil magis 
aliennm @ ſenſu Chriſti cogitari potuit, faith Maldonate, Nothing could |, 
more incongruows than whatahey ſay. And inthencxt words tell us, That 
all the Ancient Writers except Hilary, expounded, the gates of Hell one way 

but he gives another ſenſe of them. The ſame liberty he takes in very many 
other places. By which we have a tai# of that dwe reſpect which you owe 
to the Fathers, which is, To value themr, as far as they concurr with your 
Church, and no more ; otherwiſe they are but the reſults of mens particy- 
lar phancies, and not to be compared with the znfal/ible Judgement of 
your Church, 

But, thought may not beſo evident, that you give fo great reſpect to 
the Fathers, yet it is notorious what reverence 'you ſhew to the ſacred 
Scriptures. As for Scripture (lay you) we ever extol it above the Defini- 
tions of the Church : What, ever! Do you think we have forgot the braye 
compariſons which have been made by your Writers, to ſhew the reſpet 
you bear to the Scriptures? Is it not much for the 


Hermann ait, Scripturas valere quantum . Ws 
ſabalas Aſopi, fs deflitnantur Eeeleſie au honour _ Scrip tures, tO be laid ro have by 0 140re 
toritate : referente Brentio, V, Bailly ira, Authority than Ajops Fables, without the Teſtimony 


I.q. 17. 


Sun! Scripture, qidam velat naſm ceres, 1 Nd it, A Noſe of Fax ? And were not thele 


the Church £ Did not thoſe cxtoll it above the Churc 


b 


ui ſe bor ſum, illorſum, trabi 1etrabi, pngi1, 


Lol permullit. 
I 


3-c. 3 


Ftiam( criptura dicat,libres Prophetarium & ; : ; a ae a 
pr eſſe divinos, tamen nox credam Scripture 15 no more to be believed, 1 ſaying, It from 


Albert, Pighius. Hicrarch: ſome of you? Doth not Be//armine profels his high 
eſtecm of the Scriptures, when he faith, That ? 


eſſe, prius boc crediders Scripturam eſſe di= God, than Mahomets Alcoran, becauſe that ſaies ſo too? 


vinam : nam in Alcorano Mabume!s, paſſim 


legimns ipſum 


Altoranum de clo ® D's Did not Caranza preferr the Scripture before the 


miſſum, ep tamen ez non cridimus, De verbo Church, when he laid, 1hat the Scripture muſt be 


Dei. 1. 4. c. 4- 
Scriptwra debet ah Eccleſia regulaii, & non 


reeulated by the Church, and not the Church by the 


contra. Caranza Controv, x. Scriptures I need nct mention Eckius his Evange- 
Pigh. Conrroverſ, |. r c. 2. | linm nigrnm and Theologia atramentaria, Pighins his 
Valent, I. 4. c. 2, de Analyf. Fid. TOS ') 
Bellarm, 1. 4. c. 12. de verbo Dei, pPlumbea Lesbie regula, Valentia his Lapis Offenſtonis, 


Bellarmin's Commenitorium utile, which, and man 
others, are remaining Teſtimonies of that z:0nſirnows eſteem, which thole 
of your party have ot the ſacred Scriptures, But, if the eſteem you have 
cf the Scriptures be logreat, Why lock you them up ſo carefully from the 
people in an unknown language ? Is it, leſt ſuch Jewels ſhould loſe their 
luſtre by too often uſing 2 Why are you ſolevere againſt your Proſelyte: 
reading them, Is it becauſe you would not caſt Pearls before Swine £ 

But ſtill you extol the Scripture above the Definitions of the Church: 
How is that poſſible, when you tell us, The only Authority it hath, is frow 
the Churches Teſtimony # For the Authority of it ſuppoſeth it to be acknow- 
ledged for a Divine Revelation, and that, you tell us, we can have no Al- 
ſurance of, but from your Churches Definition : And we had thought, that 
which gave Credit and Authority, had been greater than that which re- 
ceived it, There can be then little reaſon to take your word in a caſe of 
this nature, when your very next words give fo palpable a reaſon to the 
ccntrary. For you fuppole the Scripture unable to expreſs it ſelf to any in- 
rent or purpoſe, unleſs your Church be the Interpreter. For the Scripture, wi 
you, being 11 many places obſcure, we cannot be certain of its true ſenſe, wit 
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out the help of a living and infallible Judge, to determine and#declare it ; 
which can be no other than the preſent Church. I anſwer. 1. Your meaning 
is not ſo plain, but that it wants the interpretation of your Charchtoo. For 
what do you underſtand by the Scriptures being in many places obſcure? Is it 
only, that there are ſcme paſlages which have their difficulties in them ? 
But what is this to the purpoſe, unleſs you could prove, that this obſcurity 
is ſuch as hinders it from being a Rule of Faith and Manners f If you prove 
that, you do ſomething. The Scripture we acknowledge hath its diffr- 
calties in/it, but not ſuch as hinder the great deſign God intended it for; 
no more than the acx/2 which are in the Su, hinder it from giving light 
tothe world; or ſome crabbed picces in our Laws hinder them from being 
owned as the Laws of the Land, 2. Are thoſe places obſcure or no, which 
ſpeak of the Churches Infallibility 2 at leaſt ſuch as you produce tor it at+ 
terwards? This is evident, that there arc no places whoſe ſenſe is more 
controverted than theirs : Can theſe then be underſtood without a /ivirg 
and infallible Judge, or no ? If they may, fo as we may be certain of their 
true ſenſe, then why not all others which concern the AKule of Faith and 
manners, whoſe ſenle is far leſs diſputed than of theſe ? It not, then we 
muſt ſuppole a /iving and infallible Judge, before we know whether there 
is ſuch aozeorno: For that is the thing enquired after 1n the meaning 
of theſe places, and you ſay, We cannot be certain of their ſenſe without 
him, fo that we mult firſt luppole the thing to be tre,and thenprove it; or 
elle you run back again into your old Labyrinth. How know you that Eod 
beth prowiſed,there ſhall be ſuch an infallible Judge £ By ſuch places (lay you ) 
as you produce for it, Well, but the Scripture being in many places obſcure, 
How thall I be certain this is the true ſenſe of them ? You ſay, becauſe 
the preſent Church is the living and infallible Judge to determine and declare 
it. Donot you herein argue like a man, that can ſquare Circles # 3. In 
thoſe places whole ſexfe, you lay, ts ſo 6bJexre, Where hath God made it 
necellary for us to have the certain ſexſe of them ? You can have no pre- 
tence for all this for an infallible Judge, unleſs you could make it evident, 
that God hath left no mylterics in his Word, but he hath left your Church 
a Key tounlock them 3 and therefore, I hope, there is a Clavrs Apocalypti- 
ca too hanging at your Churches Girdle, It is truc indeed, your Church 
15 happily inſtrumental in explaining a #-yſtery ſpoken of in Scripture, but 
net much for your comfort, 1t 1s a zyſtery of Tniquity. But in good earncit, 
do you think That God hath promiſed a living and infallible Judge to make us 
certain of the ſenſe of obſcure places in Scripture ® Then two things will ne- 
ccllarily follow trom thence. 1. 'That it muſt be neceſflary, that all thoſe 
that believe this 7#fallible Judge muſt know the certain ſenſe of theſe ob- 
ſeare places, 2, That this intallible Judge muſt give the certain ſenſe of 
theſe places. But then, Why hath your preſent Church ſo neglefted her 
Talent this way, that ſhe hath not decided all the Controverſies concerning 
the diffciliora loca, Such a Commentary as this were worth inquiring after. 
But yct, ſuppoling your Church had dene this, Could we be more certain 
ofthe ſenſe of your Clxrch, then we are now of the Scriptures # I will (up- 
pole your Church fo charitable, as to put ſo uſeful a thing in writing, for 
he genefal good of the world : But allIfritings (you tell us) are obſcure, 
and want a living jucdec to interpret ther 5, and ſo conſequently mult that, 
andſo in infinituz. But 4. All this while it is worth underſtanding, how 
you preterr the Scripture before the Church, when you make the Church the 
Gving and infallible Judge, to interpret the Scriptures.” You makethe Scri- 
0 pþ*UIrg 
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pture a JM Letter , but your Church is a living Judge, you make the fenſ 
of Scripture obſcure, uncertain, and therefore giving occaſion to all the 
errours in the world, but your Church is infal/ible,to determine all Contrg. 
verſies, and yet for all this, you preferr the Scripture before the Church, |; 
is plain, you dqnot, in regard of evidence and certainty; and, one would 
have thought, theſe had been the greateſt Excelencies of a Rule of Faith, 
Do you preferr it as ſuch before your Church ? It not, you deny it the pe. 
culiar property and defer of it ; and therefore whatever elfe you attribute 
toit, you are guilty of the higheſt diſparagement of it. Juſt as if one 
ſhould commend a Mathematicians Square tor the materials of it, or the 
Excellency of the Figures engraven on it 3 but, inthe mean time, tell him, 
It is oblique, crooked, uncertain, and he cannot draw a ſtraight line by it : 
Do you think he would believe you commended his Square? Juſt ſo dy 
you commend the Scriptures z and can you then imagine , that any rx 
tional man will believe, that you do preferr the Scriptures before the preſent 
Church £2 
It is next to be canſidered, what reſpe& remains due to general Conncil, 
if the preſent Church be ſuppoſed infallible. For (lay you) though you 
willingly ſubmit to them all, yet where they happen to be obſcure in matters re- 
quiring Determination, we ſeck the aſſiſtance and diredion f the ſame living 
infallible Rule, viz. the Tradition, or the Sentence of the preſent Church, 
But 1. You ſay, Tor ſubzrit to ther all : but, Do you ſubmit to them all 
as i#fallible, pr no? which you muſt of neceſlity do, or elſe apparently 
contradict yur ſelf (which yet isno novelty for you to do) for you ſpend 
a great deal of pains to prove general Councils infallible; aud therefore | 
hope you own them as ixfallible your felf. If you own them to be infal- 
lible, what need of the ſentence cf the preſent Church, as to thoſe Decrees 
which you already acknowledge infallible. Or, do you really own. then 
no further to be i»fallible, than as they agree with the ſentence of the pre- 
ſent Church? and then, Ipray, What doth the pretended T»fallibility of 
general Councils ſignifie , if your Church give all the Authority to them? 
And what conſents with your Chxrch is infallible, and what doth nor, is 
far from being ſo. 2. You fay, General Councils may happen to be olſcur: 
in matters requiring Determination; Do you mean, in things decreed by 
them or not? If not, it is no wonder if they þe obſcure in matters they ne- 
ver meddle with; therefore, I ſuppoſe, you mean in things determined by 
them. Then I further ask, Whether theſe Decrees of general Conncils, 
were the Sentence of the preſent Church, to thoſe who lived in the time of 
thoſe Councils? If they were, How could the Sentence of the preſent 
Church declare and determine the ſenſe of what is obſcure in Scripture, if, 
notwithſtanding this Determination, the Sentence of the Church remains 
as obſcure, as thg ſenſe of the Scriptures If it was not obſcure then, but is | 
now , Whence comes that obſcurity £ the Sentence of the Council is ſup- 
poſed to be written then, that thoſe who were not preſent at it might un- 
derſtand the Decree of 1t; and it is ſuppoſed we have the very ſame Au- 
thentical Decrees of Councils, which they had who lived in the ſeveral Ages 
of them. How come they then to be more obſcure to us, than they were 
tothem 2 3, What do you mean by matters requiring Determinatzon * ls 
it not enough that things be infallibly determined once, but they muſt be 
determined over again. It the former Determination were infallible, what 
need any more? or doth the 1fallibility ceale as ſoon as the Church ceaſeth 
to be the preſent Church, and then that which comes to be the pow 
- | Church, 
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Church, muſt convey an Trfallibility into it 3 but how comes @ny thing 
which was once infallible, to /ofe its Infallibility ? which is a thing really 


ſo obſcure, that your preſent Church would do well to help us out in it; 
But if, notwithſtanding all your pretence of the Infallibility of gezeral 
Conncils, nothing is truly to be owned as ſuch, but what agrees withthe 
Sentence of the preſent Church, then we plainly ſee, what reverence you 
ſhew to all gereral Councils, even as much as the preſent Church will let you, 
and no more, which, ſuppoſing it never ſo great, is not ſhewed to the 
Councils, but to your Church, For, the reaſon. of that Reverence cannot 
be reſolved into the Councils, but into that Church for whoſe fake you re- 
verence them. And thus it evidently appears, That the cunning of this 
device is wholly your own, and notwithſtanding theſe miſerable ſhifts,you 
do finally reſolve all Authorities of the Fathers, Councils, and Scriptures, 
intothe Authority of the preſert Roman-Church; which was the thing to 
be proved. 

he firſt Abſardity conſequent from hence, which the Arch-Biſbop 
chargeth your party with, is, That by this meavs they aſcribe as great Au- 
thority (if not greater) to a part of the Catholick, Church, as to the whole, 
which we believe in our Creed and which is the Societie of all Chriſtians, 
And this is full of Abſurdity in nature, in reaſon, in all things, that any part 
ſbonld be of equal worth, power, credit, or authority with the whole, Here 
you deny the Conſequence, which, you lay, depends upon his Lordſhips 
wilfully miſtaken Notion of the Cathbolck Church ; which he ſaith, Ts the Church 


| me believe in our Creed, and is the Socicty of all Chriſtians ; which (you call) 


a moſt deſperate extenſion of the Church ;, becauſe thereby (forſooth) it will 
appear, that a part is not ſo great as the whole, viz. that the Roman- 
Church, in her full latitude, is but a piece or parcel of the Catholick Church be- 
lieved in our Creed. Is this all the deſperate Abſurdity, which follows 
from his Lordſhips Anſwer ? I.pray, ſhew it to have any thing tending to 
an Abſardity init ? And though you confidently tell us, That the Roman- 
Church, taken as comprizing all Chriſtians that are in her Commmnion, is-the 


ole and whole Catholick Church; yet I will contentedly put the whole iflue - 


of the cauſe upon the proof of this one Propofition,that the Rowan-Church 
in its largeſt ſenſe, 7s the ſole and whole Catholick Church; or that the preſent 
Roman-Church is a (ound member of the Catholick Church, Your evidence 
from Eccleſraſtical Hiftory, is fuch as I fear not to follow you in; but, I be- 
ſeech you, have a care of treading too near the Apoſtles heels : That any 
were acconnted Catholicks meerly Gr their Communion with the Roman- 
Church ;, or that any were condemned for Herefie or Schiſm purely for their 
diſſent ſrom it ;, prove it when you pleaſe, I ſhall be ready (God willings 
toattend your Motions, But it is alwaies your faculty, when a thing nee 
proving moſt, to tell us what you could have done : This, you lay, To 
would Live proved at large, if bis Lordſhip had any more than ſuppoſed th con- 
trary: But your Readers will think,that his Suppoſition,being grounded on 
fuck a Maxim of Reaſon, as that,mentioned by him, it had been your pre- 
ſent buſineſs to have proved it : but I commend your prudence in adjourn- 
mg it; and, I ſuppoſe, you will do it, as the Conrt of Areopagus uſed to do 
hard cauſes, in diem longiſſimmm. It is apparent, the Biſhop ſpeaks not of 
4 part of the Church by repreſentation of the whole, which is an objeftion no 
body but your ſelf would here have fancied ; and therefore your Inſtance 
ot a Parliament is nothing to the purpole, unleſs you will ſuppoſe, that. 
Concils jn the Church do repreſent in fuch a manner as Parkiaments in 
England 
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England do; and that their deciſion is obligatory in theſame way as 4g; 
of Parliatzentt are : if you believe this to be good DoGrine, I will be conteys 
to take the Objefters place, and make the Applicatior. 
The next Abſurdity laid to your charge, is, as you ſumme itup, That iy 
pour Do@rine concerning the Infallibility of your Church, your proceeding i 
moſt unreaſonable, in regard you will not have recourſe to Texts of Scriptun, 
expoſition of Fathers, propriety of Language, Conference of Places, Antecedent 
and Conſequents, &c. but gue, that the DoFrine of the preſent Church 
Rome, #s true and Catholick, becauſ@ſhe profeſſeth it to be ſuch, which, ſaith 
he, is to prove idem per idem. To this you anſwer,, That as to all t 
helps, you uſe them with much more candour than Proteſtants do : And,why ſy 
Becanſe of their manifold wreſtings of Scriptures and Fathers, Let the 
handling theControverſies of this Book, be the evidence between us in this 
caſe, and any indifferent Reader be the Judge. You tell us,Yow »ſe al the 
helps : but to what purpoſe do you uſe them? Doyou by them provethe 
Tyfallibility of your Church 2 It not, the ſame Abſurdity lyes at your doo 
ſti!l, of proving idemr per idem. No, that you do not, you ſay ? But hoy 
doth it appear ? Thanks to theſe xrute perſons, the good Motives of Credi. 
b;lity, which come in again at a dead lift, but do no more ſervice than be. 
fore. Ipray, cure the wounds they have received already, before you 
rally them again, or elſe, I aſlure you, what ſtrength they have left, they 
will employ it againſt your ſelves. You ſuppoſe, no doubt, your Cale 
worts dl you give them us ſo often over; but I neither like proving nor 
cating idem per iden. STORE. 
But yet we have two Auxiliaries more in the field, call'd 7:ſ#ances. The 
deſign of your firſt Inſtance, is, to ſhew, That if your Church be guilty 
proving idem per idem, the Apoſtolical Church was ſo too. For you tell us, 
That a Sefary might, in the Apes times, have argued nate the Apoſiali- 
cal Church, by the very ſame method his Lordſhip here uſes againſt the preſent 
Catholick Church, For, if you ask the Chriſtians then, Why they believe th 
whole DoFrine of the Apoſtles, to be the ſole true Catholick Faith, their Ay 
ſwer is, Becauſe it is agrecable to the DoGrine of Chriſt, If you ach them, Hon 
they know it to be ſo, they will produce the words, ſentences, and works 
Chriſt, who taught it, But, if you ask a third time, By what means they are 
aſſured, that thoſe Teſtimames do indeed make for them or their cauſe, or ar: 
really the T, —m and Dodrine of Chriſt, they will not then have recour 
to thoſe Teſtimonies or DoFrine, but their Anſwer is, They know it to be ſo, be- 
cauſe the preſent ApoStolick Church doth witneſs it, And ſo by conſequence 
prove idem per idem. Thws the SeFary. . I know not whether your facul- 
ty be better at framing Queſtions or Anſwers to them; I am ſure it is ex- 
traordinary at both. Is it not enough to be in a Circle your ſelves, but 
you mult needs brivg the Apoſtles into it too ? at leaſt,if you may have the 
management oftheir Doctrine, you would do it. The ſhort Anſwer to 
all this, is, That the ground why the Chriſtians did aflent to the Apoſtle 
Dofrine, as true , was, becauſe God gave ſufficient evidence, that 
their Teſtix2ony was infallible; in ſuch things where ſuch Infallibility was 
requiſite, For you had told us before, That the Apoſtles did confirm thei 
words with fiens that followed, Ly which ſigns all their hearers were bound td 
ſubmit themſelves unto them, and to acknowledge their words for infallible 
Oracles of Truth, Was not here then ſufhcient ground for aflent in the 
Primitive Chriſtians, to the Apoſtles DoGrine Not as you weakly imagine 
becauſe the Do@7rine of the Apoſtles was ſuitable to the Do@Frime of Chriſt: 
tor 
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for the ground? why they aſlented to the DoTrine of Clrift, was, becauſe 
of the Teſtinrony of the Apeſtles.. And therelore, ro ſay, They believed 


the Doctrine of the Apoſtles, becauſe it was agreeable to the Doctrine of 


Chriſt, and then that they believed the Doctrize of Chrijſt, becaule it was 
fiitable to the Teſtimony of the Apoſtles, is a Circle fit tor none but your 
{f, and that filly perſon of your own mou]ding, whom you call the Secta- 
75. It were worth conſidering too, How the works of Chriſt could prove the 
Doctrine of the Apoſtles ſuitable to kis own, T had thougtit Chriſts works 
had proved his own Teſtimony to be trze, and not the Apoſtles Doctrine to 
be conſonant to his : The works of Chriſt ſhew us the reaſon, why he was 
"to be bclieved in what he delivered; and did not the works of the Apoſtles 
doſo too? What need then any rational perlon enquire further, why the 
Apoſtles Doctrine was tO be believed 2 Was it not on the ſame account that 
the DotFrine of Chriſt v7a5 to be believed? But,fay you, How ſhould you know 
their Doctrine was the ſame, What, do you want an infallible Teſtimony 
for this too? or, do you believe that God can contradict himſelf; or thar 
Chriſt ſhould {end ſuch to deliver his Do&rine to the world, and atteſt it 
with #ziracles who ſhould falfifie and corrupt it 2 Now, you will ſay, 7 
am come over to you, and anſwer as you do, that the Apoſtles Teſtimony was to 
be believed, becanſe of the pregnant and convincing Metives of Credibility, 
This, I grant; but muſt be excuſed as to what follows, That theſe ſame 
Aotives moved the Primtitive Chriſtians, and aus, in onr reſpective times, to 
belicve the Church, Prove but that, andIT yield the cauite. But till then, 
Ipray.give us leave to believe that ſtil] you prove idem per idezz ; and your 
Anfwers arelike your Proofs ; for this we have had often aJready, and 
have ſufficiently examined before : as likewiſe your other Coccyſzz about 
the Formal Object of Faith, and certain inducements to accept the Churches 
Tifallibility which T ſhalÞnot think worth repeating, till you think what 
[ have ſaid againſtit bef&rc,worth anſwering, | 
Your ſecond Inſtance is, ad hozrinew , whereby you would prove, That 
if he acknowledge the Church infallible in Fundamentals, be muſt prove idem 
rer idem, as much as you do, For (lay you) if he be demanded a reaſon 
why he believes ſuch Points as he calls Fundamental, his Anſwer is, becauſe 
they are agreeable to the Doctrine of Chriſt, If he be asked, How he knows 
ther to beſo, h: will, no doubt, produce the words, ſentences and works of 
Chriſt, who taught-the ſaid Fundamental Points, But, if he be ached a third 
time, By what means he is aſſured, that theſe Teſtimonies do make for him, then 
he will not have recourſe to the words themſelves, i. e. to the Bible, but his final 
Anſwer will be, He knows ther to beſo, and that they do make for hint, becauſe 
the preſent Church doth infallibly witneſs ſo much ſromt Tradition, and atcord- 
ing to Tradition, which is (ſay you) to prove idem per idem, as much as we. 
Things are not alwaies juſt as you would have them : If we allow you 
to make both ObjeCtions and Anſwers for us, no doubt you are guilty of 
no Abfurdity fo great, but we ſhall be equally guilty of it. But, it is the 
nature both of your Religion and Arguments not to be ableto ſtand a Tryal : 
but however, they muſt undergo it. I fay then, that granting the Church 
i/allible in the belief of Fundamentals, it doth not follow that we muſt 
prove ide per idezr, as you do. For, when we ask you, Why you be- 
leve your Dofrine to be the ſole Catholick Faith, your final Anſwer is, 
becauſe zour Church 3s infallible; which is anſwering by the very thizg in 
Queſtion, for you have no other way to judge of the Catholick Faith, but 
by the Tf llibility of your Church; but when you ask us, Why we be- 
leveluch an Articte to be Fundamental; as for Inſtance, That Chriſt will 
X | give 
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ſufficient that the Church doth deliver from the conſent of univerſal Tra- 
dition , that ifallible Rule of Faith (which, to be ſure, contains all 
things Fundamental init)though ſhe never meddle with the deciding what 
Points are Fundamental, and what not, If you therefore ask me, Why | 
believe any Point ſuppoſed Fundamental, I anlwer, By all the evidence 
which aſſures me, that the Doctrize containing that Point, is of Divine Re. 
velation ; Ifyou aske me, How I know that this Pozxt 1s part: of that Dy. 
Grine, | appeal to the common ſenſe and reaſon of the world, as to thing 
plainly Fundamental, and therefore by this means your third Queſtions 
prevented, How I know this to be the meaning of thoſe words; tor, | ſuppoſe, 
no one that can tell, that two and two make four, can queſtion bur it the 
Doctrine of Chriſt be true, the bclict of it is neceſſary to Salvation, which 
Is1t we mcan by Frardanrental, Either therefore prove it neceſlary, that 
the Church malt infallibly witneſs what is Fundamental, and what not ; and 
that we muſt rely on ſuch aTeſtimony in the belzef of Fxyndamentals,or you 
prove nothing at all to your purpoſe, no more than your convincing A6- 
tives of Credibility,which,werc they made into a grand Sallad,would knoy 
the way to the Table, they arc ſerved ſooften up : But, I have found then 
ſodry, ard inſipid already, I have noencouragement to venture on then 
any more. | 

But,ſtill you are deſervedly afraid we ſhould not think worthily enough 
of your Churches Infallibility; You therefore tell us very wiſely, that thi 
Infallibility is not a thing, that is not infallible ; For, ſay you, Which Infall- 
bility muſt come from the Holy Ghoſt, and be more than humane or moral, and 


therefore muſt be truly ſupernatural, &-c, It is well you tell us of ſuch a rare i 
diſtinction of Infallibility 3 for elſe, I aſſure you, we had never thought of Þ* 


it, iz, of an Infallibility that may be deceived, and an Infallibility that car 
not be deceived, or, in your words, a humane and moral Infallibility, and 
ſupernatural divine Tnfallibility, To cale you therefore of your fears , I (o- 
lemnly promiſe you, that when T believe your Church infallible, T will nat 
believe it to have a humane, moral Infallibility, but ſupernatural and divine, 
That is, whenlT believe her infallible, I believe her infallible.© Your mind 
being eaſcd of this grand fear, you think all the difficulty is over, and that 
you arc out of any poſſibility of a Circle; but, I have endeavoured before 
to ſhew,you are not infallible in that : For the charge you exhibit againlt 
the Biſ/ op, as though you had left him tumbling in the Circle you had jd eaſiy 
got ont of; I ſhall conſider it in its due time and place: but.if one may gueb 
at being in a Circle by tumbling, you will not ſeem very free from it, who 
lecm to be at very little eaſe by your impatience of being held to the fub- 
i in hand. 
Well, but yet our Conceptions muſt once more be rectified as to the 
nature 
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give Eternal Life to them that obey him, we anſwer, not becaule the Church, 
which is infallible in Fandamentals,delivers it to be ſo,which were anſwer- 
ing idem per idexz ; but we appeal tothat common reaſon which 1s in man- 
kind, Whether, if the Doctrine of Chriſt be true, this can be other thana 
Fundamental Article of it; it being that, without which the whole deſign 
of Chriſtian Religion comes to nothing. Therefore you much miſtake, 
when you think we reſolve-cur Faith of Fundamentals into the Church a; 
the infallible Witneſs of them 3 for, though the Church may be 7» fallibl 
in the belief of all things Fundamental (for otherwiſe it were not a Curch, 
if it did not believe them) it doth not thence neceſlarily follow, That the 
Church muſt infallibly witneſs what is Fundamental, and what not. It i; 
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naturc of this Infallibility 5 bctore onr danger was leaſt, we ſhould have 
believed it to he only a humane, moral, and not ſupernatural Infallibility, and 
now re are bid hate a care leſt we think it to be any more, than in a ſort, and 
in fome manner divine, But, what kind ct tranſcendental thing is this In- 
{aſlibility ? It is not humane, nor yet divine, and yer it is ſupernatural, 
which is ſcarce 7 ſorze ſort, or i a #ranmer lenle. How comes it to be ſi-- 
perpatural, if it be not divine? Or, 1s it naturally ſupernatural, and hunane- 
; divine £ It mult not then be called d7vine, but, in a n:anner, and after 2 


fort : But get (lay you) ſo far as concerns preciſe Infallibility, or certain 


Commexion with Truth,it is ſo truly ſupernatural and certain that in this reſpec? 
it zields nothing to the Scripture it ſelf. Theſe are your own words : And 
if vou did not belicve Tranſubſtantiation, I ſhould think this the greateſt 
non-ſenſe inthe world. But, What doth that Infallibility which is more 
than #2 a ſort divine, import beyond what you aftert doth belong to the 
Clurch - 1s that any more than preciſe nfallibility, and certain Connexiozt 
with Truth, and luch as 1s in the $criptere, and all this your Church hath, 
and vet. when we lay fo, the drops a Conrt fre, and crycs, No, forſooth. 
though ſhe be if allible, yet the dclircs to be exculcd, ſhe 3s rot infallible, but 
enly as if one ſhould ſy in a manner, and after a fort, an ſo forth. Jult as 
it one ſhould as a new marricd woman, VV hether the were certainly mar- 
ricd to luch a man, and (he thould anfiver vs to what concerns utarrging, ſhe 
was certaimly mariied, bn yet ihe was not abjolutely ;urried, But only in 4 
manner,end after a fort. inis 1s lo great a myſtery,you will oblige the world 
much ro inform it a little more fully in theſe tollowing Queſtions, What 
kind of Trfallibility that is, which is ſupernatural, and by the aſſiſt ance of the 
Holy Ghoſt, which is equal to the Scripture it ſelf in point of Certainty and In- 


thing, fotar as It 1s infallible, be not abſolutely, as well as preciſely infal- 


libles and whether that whici is but #2 2 fort divine, be net in a ſort not 
divine, Whether that which is 722 a ſort rot divine, be not likewile inthe 


ſame fort not infallible Clince all this Intallibility, by your own Confeſſion, 


is trom the Holy Ghoſt ) and wacther this be not an excellent way in 2 
manner, and after a jort,to reconcile Contradictions. For, if a man ſhould 
ask you, Whether one night be. and nct be,ar the ſame time; you might 
ealily tell him, That ab/olutely and preciſely he cannot be, and not bes but 
in a manner, and after aſort, hc may be, and not be, together. You have 
caule theretore to make much of this diſtinction, and you never need fear 
batliing, as long as vou carry it about with you 3- it1s a moſt excellent pre- 
ſcrvative againit all the b.tterics of jenſe and reaſon. But Iclt yet, for all 
this, weſhould apprehend fomethung by this 2 a #zarrer, and after a ſort, 
as thongh they were ſume odd diminithing terms: You tcll us, Nez Ca- 
tholick Divines, by this manner of ſpeaking, do not intend to deny the Church 
tobe equal even to Scripture it ſelf in point of Certainty and Infallibility. What 
I5 ngy become of our ane and ſort, when the Church dares juſtle with 
tic Scripture for the xpper hand, at lealt for an cqual place as to Infall;bil;- 
152 What thenis the intent of this diſtinction 2 7t is toſhew the preroga- 
tives of Scripture above the Definitions of the Church. This doth well how- 
ever to fyllow the rcſt, it comes ſo near to a contradiction, for if the 
Church be equal to $criptire in poimt of Certainty and Infallibility, What 
prerogative can be Ictt to the Scoruptire above the Church 2 when that 
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fallibi/itz (your own words) and yet is d/7:1ne, but in a nromer, and after D.64. 1.46. 
a fort : And what way we {thould come to underſtand tht manner and 
fort, and what degrees and forts there are in Infallibility * Whether any 
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which makes it Scripture, and the Rule of Faith js only Vits Certainty and 
Infallibility* Yes, you tell us, The Scripture doth much exceed the Church 
in regard of its larger extent of Truth : becauſe there not only every reaſon, but 
every word and tittle is matter of F aith ;, but in the Definitions of the Chureh, 
neither the arguments, reaſons, nor words, are abſolutely ſpeaking matters 
Faith, but only the thing declared to be ſuch. Excellent good ſtill, and al 
of a piece | Icommend you, that you would not offer to mix any thing of 
ſenſe in ſo good a diſcourſe : For 1. How comes the Scripture to have x 
larger extent of 7 ruth, than the Church, if we cannot know what Truth jgjn 
the Scripture, but from the Church? 2. How every word and tittle come 
to be matter of Faith in Scripture, and not in the Church, when you (ay, 
The Church is equal to the Scripture in point of Certainty and Infallibility? 
2.: How any word and tittle can be any where a matter of Faith? Þ had 
thought,it had been the ſenſe and thing underſtood by thoſe words, hat 
been matters of Faith; and then it 1s all onewith the Scripture and 
Church, for you ſay, as to the CEmrch, the thing declared is , 
matter of Faith £ 4. What that thing is, which 1s declared by the 
Church, which is neither arguments, reaſons nor words ;, and if it doth con- 
fiſt of theſe, how one can be believed, and not the other : Doth your 
Church declare things ſo 2akedly as todo it without arguments, reaſons ur 
words 2 That ſhe can do it without words, 1t 1s hard to believe, but very e- 
fie, that ſhetan do it without arguments or reaſons. 5. Are men bound to 
believe what ſhe ſo declares, without arguments and reaſons too? If they be, 
ſhew whence that Obligation comes ; and when you attempt that, you en- 
deavour to ſhew ſome argument and reaſen why they ſhould belicve it, 
6. What do you mean, that theſe arguments, reaſons and words, are not 4b 
Solutely ſpeaking matters of Faith, it ſhould ſeem then, that conditional, 
they may be ſo, and then ſhew the difference between them, and thoſe in 
Scripture, 7. How is it poſſible for us to aflent to any thing as a xzatter of 
Faith, if we do not firſt aſſert to the arguments, reaſons and words, þb 
which you would perſwade us to believe the thing to be declared by the 
Church, and what is declarcd by the CExrch is true, 8, Whether, when 
you lay, That in the Scripture every word and titile js matter of Faith, at leaf 
7mplicitely, and neceſſarily to be believed by all that knew it to be a part of $cri- 
ptare; this will not equally hold as to the, Chxrch too, that every word 
and tittle, is matter of Faith, at leaſt implicitely to all that know it to be 4 
part of the Churches Definition « And where then lyes the prerogative df 
Scripture above the Ckxrch  Befides, you tell us, The Church hath cer- 
tain limits, and can define nothing, but what was either revealed before, or 
hath ſuch connexion with it, as it may be rationally and logically deduced 
from it, as appertaiving to the Declaration and Defence of that whichws 
before revealed. That herein you conſult much for the honour of the 
Scripture above the Church, will appear when you have anſwered theſe 
Queries, 1. When the belick and ſenſe of Scriptre depend according to 
you, upon the Churches Teſtimony, Whether hath more limits, the 
Church or Scripture? For, whatever is in Scripture, muſt as to us hav its 
Authority from the Church; and therefore your Church ſets what bounds 
the pleaſe as to things revealed in Scripture. 2. Who ſhall be Judge, 
whether your Church define nothing but what was revealed before, when, 
according to you, wecan have no atſurance as to any Divine Revelation, 
but fromthe Judgement of your Churches 3. When your Church defines 
things to be zeatters of Faith, which we think are not only zot logically wr" 
raitzona 
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rationally deduced ſrom Scripture, but plainly repugnant to it, How can we 
believe that ſhe doth not pretend toreveal ſomething which was not re- 
zealed before ? 4. Is that r ational and logical dedudt ion from Scripture fut- 
ficient to perſwade any rational man or no? It not, Why ule you thoſe 
terms? it it be, What need your Churches Definition, in a thing that is ob- 
vious to any ones reaſon? 5. Muſt we believe your Church abſolutely, as 
to what is rationally and logically deduced from Scripture? It fo, then, 
when ſhe declares her own Infal/ibility, we mult believe that to be ratio- 
nally deduced, becauſe ſhe declares it. 6. Doth your Charch make uſe of 
Logick and Reaſon in her deductions ? then, Why may not every one elfe, 
unleſs ſhe hath only the gift of Logick and Reaſon, which, I ſuppoſe, you 
will fay, is but iz a manner, and after a ſort. 

Moreover, ſay you, The Church hath the receiving and interpreting Scri- 
pture for its end ;, and conſequently is in that reſpe@ inferiour to it, But, for 
whoſe end do you mean ? the Churches, or the Scriptures end? If the latter; 
Shew us how any exd of Scripture is attained by your Churches interpreta- 
tion ;, if you mcan the Churches end, | verily believe you that your 
Church pretends to the receiving and interpreting Scripture for her own 
ends, and conſequently, inthat reſpect, ſhe makes the Scripture interiour 
to her, | 

Here again we mect with another picce cf your Frraxtry, in attempting 
to vindicate your Doctrine from the erchantmrent of another contradidion, 
Ton ſay, Tou hold it neceſſary, that we arc to believe the Scriptures to be the 
Word of God upon Divine Antkority ; and yet, you tell ugy That the Churches 
Ambority, on which we are to believe the Scriptures is but in ſome ſort, and 
after a manner Divine, "This ſcems to have a huge reſemblance to a Con- 
tradiCtion 3 or elſe you muſt ſay, That it is not neceſlary that we believe 
the Scriptures on a ſrply Divire Autkority, but only on fuch a-one as is 7#2 

ſome ſort, and after a 1anner Divine : For, if you maketheſame Authori- 
rity to be Divize abſo/utely in your -pretence, aud only after a ſort in your 
Application you reach not the thing you promifed. Tf there be not, as 
vou lay, any receſſuly of defending the Churckes Authority to be ſumply Di- 
©1me, in anſwering that Queſtion, How we hnow Scripture to be Scripture, 
then there can be no necetlity of atlerting, that we are bound to believe 
the Scriptures to be the Word of God upon Divine Authority * Which yet is 
your allertion before z but yet you would fain diſtinguiſh between. that 
which is abjolutely in{al/ible and divine, the Churches Authority (you fay ) 
muſt be the former, but cannot be the latter ; when yet this Infallibility is, 
as you again tell us, By the promiſed «ſift ance of the Holy Ghoſt, Thele are 
ht hedges to keep in Cuckows, but none elle, 

But, as you are ſtill off and on, ſometimes ſeeming to go forward, and 
then ſtepping back again z ſometimes anſwering, ſometimes proving, 
which are great arguments of a diſturbed mind, or a being in a Labyrinth, 
which you take many ſteps in, but can find no way out of, Jeſt you ſhould 
ſeem not ſufficiently to contradict your ſelf : You go about to prove, That 
the anthority, teacking Scripture to be the Word of God, muſt be abſolutely in- 
falible;, It you prove that, I will undertake to prove it muſt be ſomply Di- 
ve But, let us ſee however, how irretragably you prove it. And the 
muteadiate Reaſon, Why the Authority teaching Scripture to be the Word 4 

God, muſt be abſolutely infallible, is, becauſe it is an Article of Chriſtian Faith, 
that all thoſe Books which the Church hath defined for Canonical Scripture, are 
teelord of Gods, and ſeeing every Article of Faith muſt be revealed, * 
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taught by Divine Authority, this alſo muſt be revealed, and conſequently iy 


Authority leſthan Divinc, is ſuſſicient to #1ove us to believe 11 as an crticl q 


Faith, But 1. Is it not poſlible for you to utter ſo many words with. 
Gut a contradiction 2 Were you not juſt before diſtingutthing that Ay. 
thority which 1s Divine, from that which is abſolutely infallible; and by 
in a manner, and after a jort Divine © And vet hcre, that Arthorit 'y Which 
you call alſohntely infallible, in the former part of your Argument ; in the 
laſt you explain it, No Authority leſs than Diwine : Doth it not then follow 
that an Authority abſolutely infallible, is an Authority #0 leſs than Divin 
But to Ict that pals among the reſt of his Brethren. 2. Why take you thi 
needleſs pains to prove that which you lay betore, Tor and your Adverſe 
are agreed in. 3. Suppoling you ſhould mcert with ſome who ſhould Que 
ſtion this, as it is probable you may do bcftorc we part 3 1 think 1t no dif. 
ficult thing to anſwer this Argument of yours, which, in ſhort, 1s, Fe 
Article of Faith muſt be believed upon Divine Authority, but that the $1. 
ptures are the Word of God, is an Article of Fail, To which [ anfiver, | 
by an Article of Faith, you mcan, that we muſt give an #2rderbted aſſent ty 
then I grant, that this is a7 Article of Faith, but deny, that cvery ſuch 
Article muſt be believed upon DivineAuthorityit by an Article of Faith you 
mean ſomething to be believed upon Dizime Teſtimony, then | grant, tha 
every ſuch Article muſt be built on Divine Authority,but ihall detire youty 
prove, that that Fazth whereby I belicve Seripture to be Seripture, muſt he 
built on a Divine Teſtimony. For, 1 cannot ſee, how any, who fay { 
can free themlclves trom a Circle : and of all perions, you have the leaf 
reaſon to fay lo ; for you denv the Churches Teſtizrony to be properly Dz 
ine, and withall the Argument is very ealily retorted upon your fclf, Far, 
ſay you, IWWhatſoecer is an Article of Faith, wmſt be believed on Divine Autly- 
rity. but that the Church is infallible, Tſuppoſe, ts you is an Article of Faith: 
Name therefore what Divine Authority the beijict ct that is built upon? 
Þut, Do not you ſay, the belict of that is built on the Aetives of Credibil: 
ty, and, [ ſuppolc, you diſtinguiſh them from 217:4me Authority, or elk 
they can do you no ſervice tor avoiding the Circle - Either theretore de 
ny that your Churches Infallibiſity is an @rticle of Faith, or clle deny it tobe 
necefjary. that every Article of Faith, muſt be built on Divine Anthorit, 
and then farcwell your old friends the Aotives cf Credibility; or clle, you 
ce, how nece{lary it is for you. if you will vindicate your ſelf from con- 
tradiction, to anſwer this Argument, and when you have done fo, you 
will belicve 1 did not much dread the force of it. The reſt of that Px 
ragraph, is a bare Repetition, the fourth or fifth time of your diſtinction 
about the Formal Gbjet of Faith, and the infallible Aſſurance of it, whichis 
a thing4n it {clt fo incongruous, and unreaſonable, that I had thoughts 
mcan cnough of you, when | mct with it firſt; but have much mcaner, now 
I mcet with it fo often, tor I cc, as pitiful a ſhift as1t is, you have no other 
to make ulc of on all occations. 

His Lordthip gocs on to prove that, ſince it is contclled between him and 
his Adverfary, That we »mſt be able to prove the Scriptures to be the Word of 
God, by ſomt Authority that 3s abſolutely Divine ;, this Authority cannot bt 
that of the Church. For the Church conſiſts of men ſubjeft to crrour; and al 
the parts being all liable to miſtaking. and fallible , the whole cannot poſsibly be 
11ifallible in and of it ſelf, and privilecdged from being deceived in ſome things 
or otker, Tothis you anſwer, His Lordſhip's Arenment (that the whole 
may erre, becauſe every part may ere ) is diſproved by himſelf; becauſe in m_ 
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damentals he grants the whole Church cannot erre, and yet that any particular 
man may erre even in thoſe points. But, is it not plain, that his Lordſhip's 
deſign is to prove, that if all the parts are fallible, the Authority of the 
whole cannot be ſ#mply Divine; and therefore he faith himſelf, that in Fxr- 
damentals, in which the Univerſal Church cannot erre, her Authority is 
»ot Divine, becauſe the Church is tyed to the uſe of means. You muſt 
therefore prove, that when every part 1s acknowledged fal/ible, the Au- 
thority of the whole in propounding any thing tobe believed, can be in- 
fallible inand of it ſelf: I cannot therefore underſtand, how the perfettion 
of Infallibility in the propoſition of any Object to be believed, can be ap- 
plied to the whole Church, when every particular member of it in fuch a 
Propoſition is ſuppoſed to be fallible. The Arch-Biſhop therefore tells you, 
That there is ſpecial immediate Revelation requiſite to the very leaft degree of 
Divine Authority; to avoid which, you would fain prove, that there may be 
abſolute Infallibility, without Divine Authority, and immediate AfSiſtance of 
the Holy Ghoſt, in deliverirg ObjeFs of Faith, without immediate Revelation. 
You tell us therefore, Though the Church uſe means, yet ſhe receives not her 
Infallibility from them, but ſrom the Aſsiſt ance of the Holy Ghoſt, which makes 
her Definitions truly infallible, though they be not new Revelations, But, 
How do you prove, that any thing but an 7»2#zediate Divine Revelation, 
can make ſuch a Drivire Teſtimony which is ſuppoſed neceilary for the be- 
lief of Scripture to be Scripture? How can you make it appear, that 
there can be Infallibility in the Concluſron, where there was not Infal- 
libility in judging of the Truth of the Premiſes © You fay, By the Af 


(itance of the Holy Ghoſt. But why ſhould you not belicve ſuch an Af 


liance in the oze, as well as the other If therefore you aflert, that 


the Spirit of God doth not aſliſt infallibly in the »ſe of the means, but on- 


ly in the conclnſror, then it muſt be an immediate Revelation; for what 
elſe it ſhould be, is not intelligible. For, T had thought the Revelation 
had been izmediate, when ſomewhat more was diſcovered than all »ſe 
of means could attain to : therefore the Churches Tnfal/ibility muſt be 
4 meer Enthuſiaſm. No, ſay you, Becanſe it only declares what was for- 
merly revealed, Though that be a Queſtion among ſome of your ſelves; 
yct, ſuppoſing it to be fo, 1t clears not the bulinels. For, ſuppoſe that 
God had ſupernaturally aſsiſted the Underſtanding of any Prophet in de- 
claring a Prophecy which had been revealed betore, Would not this 
have been as immediate a Revelatic to that Prophet, as if it had been 
a New Prophecy : And the caſc is the ſame here ; for, though you lay, 
the Material Objc&s of Faith be revealed before, yet we cannot know 
the Formal Objed of Faith, without your Churches declaration, fo that 
on your Principles there cannot Iye an Obligation to Faith on us, with- 
out your Churches Definition; and therefore that is as necellary to ws, 
as immediate Revelation and to the Church it elf, when you ſay, 
The Infallibility proceeds ſo immediately from God , that if the Church 
ſlould fall into errour, that would be aſcribed to God as much as in caſe 
of Divine Revelation , What difference can you make between them? 
For, it is not, Whether the 0bje& be new or old, which makes an iz2me- 
diate Revelation, but the immediate Impreſsion of it on the underſtand- 
ing? For ifthe Spirit of God doth immediately diſcover to any one , 
a thing knowable by natural cauſes, is 1t anything the lels an 1mme- 
diate Divine Revelation ? $o it muſt be in things already revealed, 
if the ſame thines be diſcovered in an 77-mediate infallible manner - 
ne 
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the mind of any, the Revelation 1s as immediate as if they had never begy 
revealed before. : : 

Your laſt Paragraph affords us ſtill more evidence of your ſelf-cop. 
tradifting faculty 3 for which we need no more than Jay your warg, 
together. Your words next before were, If the Church ſhould fall in, 
erronr. it would be as much aſcribed to God himſelf, as in caſe of immediq, 
Divine Revelation :, but here you add Neither is it neceſſary for #s to affirm 
that the Definition of the Church, is God's immediate Kevelation; as, if th 
Definition were falſe, God's Revelation muſt be alſo ſuch - Tt is enough for u 
to averr, that God's Promiſe would be infringed, as truly it would in thy 
*uppoſition. From which we may Jearn very ulcful inſtructions. 1, Tha 
Cod's Promiſe may he infringed, and yet God's Revelation not proved tg 
be falſe : But whence came that Promiſe? Was it not a Divire Revels. 
tion? if it was undoubtedly ſuch, Can ſuch a Promiſe be falſe, and ng 
God's Revelation? 2. That though if the Church erre, God muſt be 
fallible. yet for all this, all God's Revelations may remain infalibk, 
3. That though the only ground of Infa/ibility be the immediate 4 
pſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, which gives as great an Infallibility, as eve 
"was in Prophetsand Apeſtles; yet we muſt not ſay, That fuch an Infil. 
libility dcth ſuppoſe an immediate Revelation, 4. That though God; 
Veracity would be deſtroyed, if the CEurch ſhould define any thing fo 
4 point cf Cath olick, Faith, which were nct revcaled from God, which 
ire your next words; yet we are not to think, if her Definition he 
falſe, God's Revelation muſt be allo ſuch, which are your words fore 
going. Thoſe are excellent Corollaries to conclude fo profound a dil 
courſe with. And, if the Biſhop (as you ſay) had little reaſon to aca 
yeu for maintaining a party z, I am ſure, I have leſs to admire you, for 
your ſeeking Truth, and what ever animoſity you are led by , 1 hoye| 
have made it evident, you are led{by very little reaſon, 
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Of the Infallibility of Tradition. 


the unwritten Word, and the neceſſary Ingredients of it, The Inſtances for 
it particularly examined and dijproved. The Fathers Rule for examining 
Traditions. No unwritten Word the Foundation of Divine Faith, In 
what ſenſe Faith may be ſaid to be Divine. Of Tradition being known by 
its own light, and the Canon of the Scripture. The Teſtimony of the $pi- 
rit, how far pertinent to this Controverſie. Of the uſe of reaſon in the reſo- 
lution of Faith, T.C's- Dialogue anſwered, with another between himſelf 
and a Sceptich, 4A twofold reſolution of Faith into the DoFrine, and into 
the Books. Several Objetions anſwered from the Suppoſition made of a 
Child brought up without fght of Scripture. Chriſt no Ignoramus nor In- 
poſtor though the Church be not infallible. T.C'* Blaſphemy in ſaying 
otherwiſe. The Teſtimonies of Irenzus and $. Auguſtin examined and 
retorted. Of the nature of inſallrhle Ccrtainty, as to the Canon of Scri- 
pture; and whereon it is grounded. The Teſtimonies produced by his 
Lordſhip vindicated. 


Ou begin this Chapter with as much confidence, as if you had ſpo- 

ken nothing but Oracles in the foregoing. Whether the Biſhop or you 
were more hardly put to it, let any indifferent Reader judge : If he did, 
as you ſay, tread on the brink of a Circle; we have made 1t appear, not- 
withſtanding all your evaſjons, that you are left inthe middle of it. The 
reaſon of his falling on the unwritten Word, is not hs fear of ſtooping to the 
Church, to ſhew it him, and finally depend on her Authority ; but to ſhew the 
unreaſonablenels of your proceedings, who talk much of an unwritten 
Word, and are not able to prove any ſuch thing. 1f he will not belieue 
any unwritten Word, but ne 4. is ſhewn hint delivered by the Prophets and 
Apoſtles, I think he hath a great deal of reaſon for ſuch incredulity, un- 
leſs you could ſhew him ſome aflurance of any unwritten Word, that did 
not come from the Apoſtles. Though he defired not to read unwritten Words 
in their Books, which is a wiſe Queſtion you ask ; yet he reaſonably re- 
queſted ſome certain evidence of what you pretend to be fo, that he 
might not have ſo big a. Faith as to ſwallow into his belicf, that every 
thing which his adverſary faies is the «nuwritten Word, is ſo indeed. If 
it be not your deſire he ſhould, we have the fponter hopes of fatifaction from 
you 3 but if you crave the indifferent Reader's Patience, till he hear reaſon 
from you, T amafraid his Patience will be tyred, before you come to it. 
But, whatever it is, it muſt be examined. 

Though your diſcourſe concerning this z»-writtex Word, be as the reſt 
are, very confuſed and immethodical, yet I conceive the delign and ſub- 
_ of it lyes in theſe particulars, as will appear in the examination of 
them, 

I. That there is an unwritten Word, which muſt be believed by us, 
containing ſuch doctrinal Traditions, as are warranted by the Church for 
Apoſtolical, | 

2. That the ground of believing this unwritten Word, tis from the 
Infallibility ofthe Church, which defines it to be ſo. 

3. That our belief of the Scriptares muſt be grounded on ſuch an un- 

Y written 
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written Word, which is warranted by the Church : under each of theſe 
I ſhall examine faithfully what belongs to them in your indigeſted dil 
courle. 

The firſt of theſe is taken from your own words; where you tell us 
That our Enſurancer in the main Principle of Faith concerning the Scriptures 
being the Word of God,,is Apoſtolical Tradition; and well may it be ſo, for ſich 
Tradition declared by the Church, is the unwritten Word of God. And you 
after tell us, That every DoFrine, which any particular perſon may pleaſe t 
call Tradition, is not therefore to be received as God's unwritten Word, by 


ſuch dotrinal Traditions only, as are warranted to us by the Church for try 


Apoſtolical, which are conſequently God's unwritten Word. $0 that thel 
three things are neceſlary ingredients of this unwritten Word. 1. Thatit 
muſt be originally Apoſtolical, and not only ſo, but it muſt be of Divine Re. 
velation to the Apoſtles too. For otherwile it cannot be God's Word at all 
and therefore not his a-zwritten Word, T quarrel not at all with you fo 
ſpeaking of an #-written Word, if yon could prove it; for it is evident tg 
me, that God's Word is no mote fo, by being written or printed, than if i 
were notſo : for the writing adds no Authority to the Word, but onlyi 
a more certain means of conveying it to us, It is therefore God's Word 
as it proceeds from him 3 and that which 1s now his written Word, wa, 
once his unwritten Word: but however, whatever is God's Word, mu: 
come from him, and fince you derive the ſource of the #nwritten War 
from the Apoſtles, whatever you call an #»writtex Word, you mult be ſure 
toderive its pedegree down from them. So that inſiſting on that poiit 
of time, when this was declared and owned for an wrwritten Word, yo 
muſt be able to ſhew, that it came from the Apoſtles, otherwife it cannot 
be owned as an Apoſtolical Tradition. 2. That what you call an ammwritta 
Word, muſt be ſomething do@rinal;, ſo you call theme your ſelf doGrind 
Traditions, i, e. fuch as contain in them ſomewhat dogmatical or neceſlan 
tobe believed by us : and thence it was, this Controverſie role from th: 
Diſpute concerning the ſufficiency of the Scriptures, as a Rule of Faith 
Whether that contained all God's Word, or all matters to be believed o« 
no; or, Whether there were not ſome ObjeCts of Faith, which were neve 
written, but conveyed by Tradition ? 3. That what is thus do@rinal, mul 
be declared by the Church to be an Apoſtolical Tradition ; which you i 
terms aſſert. 

According then to theſe Rules we come toexamine the Evidences by 
you produced for fuch an w»written Word, For which, you firſt produce 
ſeveral Inſtances out of S. Auſtin, of ſuch things which were in his time judges 
to be ſuch, 1. e. do@rinal Traditions derived from the pe, and have ev 
ſimce been conſerved and eſteemed ſuch in the whole Church of Chriſt, The 
firſt you inſtance in, is that we now treat, That Scripture is the Word o 
God, for which you propoſe the known place wherein he affirms he ſboult 
nt believe the Goſpel, but for the Authority of the Church moving him therell 
But this proves nothing to your purpoſe, unleſs you make it appear, that 
the Authority of the Church could not move him to believe the Goſpel, unleb 
that Authority be ſuppoſed to be an »»written Word, For, I will fup 
poſe, that S. Aſtin, or any other rational man might be ſufficiently ur 
duced to believe the Goſpel, on the account of the Churches Authority, 
not as delivering any doGrinal Tradition in the nature of an unwritte! 
Word, but as atteſting that Univerſal Tradition, which had been amo 
all Chriſtians concerning it, Which Univerſal Tradition is nothing el 
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but a conveying down to us the judgement of eſe and reaſon in the pre- 
{nt caſe. For the Primitive Chriſtians being beſt able to judge as to 
what Authentick Writings came from the Apoſ#les, not by any unwritten 
Word, but by theuſe otall moral means, it cannot reaſonably be ſup- 
poſed, that the ſucceſſive Chriſtians ſhould imbezzle thele Authentick 
Records, and ſubſtitute others in the place of them. When therefore 
Manichews pretended the Authenticalnels of ſome other writings, 'beſides 
thoſe then owned by the Church, S. Auſtin did no more than any reaſo- 
nable wan would do in the like caſc, viz, appeal to the Univerſal Tradi- 
tion of the Catholick Church ; upon the account of which, he faies, He 
was induced to believe the Goſpel it ſelf, z. e. not ſo much the Do@rize, 
asthe Books containing it. But of this more largely cllewhere. TI can 
hardly excule you from a falſification of S. Auſtzn's meaning, in the enſu- 
ing words, which you thus render : If any clear Teſtimony were brought 
out of Scripture againſt the Church, he would neither believe the Scripture, 
wor the Church ; whereas it appears by the words cited in your- own Mar- | 
gin, his meaning isonly this, 7f you car find (ſaith he) ſomething very Ibid, 
plain in the Goſpel concerning the Apoſileſhip of Manichaxus, you will thereby 
weaken the Authority of thoſe Catholicks, who bid xe, that I ſhould not be- 
heve you , whoſe Authority being weakncd, neither can T believe the Goſpel, 
becauſe, through them, T believed it. Is here anylike what you ſaid, or 
at leaſt would ſeem to have apprehended ta be his meaning ? which is 
plainly this. J1f againſt the conſent of all thoſe Copies which the Catholick 


Chriſtians received, thoſe Copies ſhould be found truer, which have in then 


4nthority of the Catholick, Church in its Tradition, whom he adhered to 
againſt the Manichees 3 and their Authority being thus weakned, his Faith, 
as to the Scriptures delrwered by them, muſt needs be much weakned too. To 
give you an Inſtance of a like nature; The Mahumetans pretend, that in 
the Scripture there was anciently expreſs mention of their Prophet Maho- 
met, but that the Chriſtians, out of hatred of their Religion, have eraſed 
all thoſe places which ſpake of him : Suppoſe now, a Chriſtian ſhould ſay, 
If he ſhould find in the Goſpel expreſs mention of 2ſahomet's being a Pro- 
phet, it would much weaken the Authority of the whole Chriſtian Church; 
which being ſo weakned, it muſt of necefiity weaken the Faith ofall thoſe 
who have believed our preſent Copies Authentick, upon the account of 
the Chriſtian Churches Authority. Is not this plainly the caſe S. Auſtir: 
ſpeaks of; and, Is it any more than any man's reaſon will tell him? Not that 
the Churches Authority is to be relyed on as judicially or infallibly, but 
as rationally, delivering ſuch an Univerſal Tradition to us. And, might 
not S. Auſt;r, on the ſame reaſon, 4s well believe the AFs of the Apoſtles as 
the Goſpel, when they were both equally delivered by the ſame Uni- 
verlal Tradition? What you have gaincd then to your purpole from 
_ three citations out of S. A»/#iz, in your firſt Inſtance, I cannot ea- 
y imagine. | 
Your Gdocd Tradition is, That the Father is not begotten of any other g,- 
perlon, S, Auſtin's words are, Sicut Patrem in illis libris nuſquam Inge- Tom.z ep.11 47 
mit legimus, & tamen dicendum eſſe defenditur. We never read in the 
Scriptures, that the Father is unbegotten; and yet it is defended, that we muſt 
Jay jo. And had they not good reaſon with them to ſay ſo, who believed 
that he was the Father by way of excluſion of ſuch a kind of Generatjon- 
asthe Etcrnal Sox of Ged is ſuppoſed to have ? But, Mult this be yo In-; 
K 2 ance 
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ſtance of a do@rinal Tradition, containing ſome Objed of Faith diſting 
from Scripture? Could any one, whoever believed the Doctrine of the 
Trinity as revealed in Scripture, believe or imagine any other?that though 
it be not in expreſs terms ſet down in Scripture, yet no one that hath an 
conceptions bf the Father, but this is implied in them. It it be therefore; 
Tradition, becaule it is not exprel]y in Scripture, Why may not Trinity, th. 
poſt aſis, Perſon, Conſubſtantiality, be all unwritten Traditions, as well as thig 
You will fay, Becauſe, though the words be not there, yet the lene is; and 
I pray, take the ſame Anſwer for this of the Father's being unbegotten, 
Your third is, Of the perpetual Virginity of the Virgin Mary : This indeed, 
S. Auſtin ſaith,is to be believed fide integra, but he ſaith not, diving; but, 
No you therefore make this a doFrinal Tradition, and an nnwrittcy Word? 
If you make it a doFrinal Tradition,you muſt ſhew us,what Article of Faith 
is contained in it; that it was not looked on as an »nwritterx Word, will ap- 
pear by the diſputations of thoſe Fathers, who writ moſt eagerly about i, 


who make it their deſign to prove it out of Scripture. Thoſe who did mo 


zealouſly appear againſt the Opinion of Helvidzzs, were S. Hierom, and $, 
ya be the Latin Church,S, Auſtin only mentions 1t in the places by you 


cited : Of the Greek Church Epiphanixs, and S. Baſil, And yet every cneof ® 


theſe contends to have it proved out of Scripture. S. Hieromerters his dif. 
Sw enarocy * againſt Helvidius upon thole terms of confu. 
r: quibus adverſum nos uſus eff teftimonris ting 1m out of Scriptar? z and towards the concly. 
revincatur. Adverſ, Helv. prim. ſion of that diſcourſe, ſee what a friend S. Hieron 
nn rally N_ 1s tO do@rinal Traditions. As, ſaith he, we deny ut 
Deum eſſe de Virgine credimus,quia leginus; the things which are written, ſo we embrace not tle 
Mariam nupfiſſe poſt partum, non crecimus hin which are not written. We believe the Incarns 
quia noz leg, Hiereny. adverl. Helv. _. ; 
To. 2. p. 6. col. 1, ed. P, 1533: tion, becanſe we read it we believe not the Marriag 
of Mary after her delivery, becauſe we read it not. $ 
V. Ambreſ, Tom. 3. ep. 9. Baſil, r555 Ambroſe, in his Epiſtle to Theophilus and Anu, 
where he firſt mentions this Opinion, argues againſt 
Epiphan. hzreſ.78. Tom. 1.1.3. cdir. Perav. jt wholly from the Teſtimony of Scripture; and the 


unteaſonableneſs of the thing. To the ſame purpot | 


Epiphanixs diſcourſcth ofthis ſubje&, whoſe utmoſt Arguments are only 
4%. deherſ. probabilities ; Whether the Antidicomariani were the lame with Hel: 
$4. dians, as S. Auſtin ſuppoleth: Or , Whether they. were the Diſciple 
of Apollizarizs, who broached the ſame Doctrine in the Fa#f, at the 
V- Vaſquez,in t1ME Helvidins did in the Weſt, as others ſuppoſe Is not material to 
3-p. Thom.tom. Our purpoſe 3 but this latter ſeems to be the Opinion of Epiphanim: 


2-0/Þ-132-6. \x71.o in his Epiſtle, written in Confutation of that Opinion, chargeth 


Epipb. bereſ. the firſt Authours of it with great Ignorance of the Scriptures, and 
+ 4 urgeth many places to prove the perpetual Virginity of the Virgin 
Mary ; and therefore did not look on it as an unwritten Word. $t. 
Baſil, in his diſcourſe concerning the Humane Generation of Chriſt, 
Homil. 25 falls upon this Subject, and goes about to prove it fromthe importance 


Þ.509. Tom. 1, of iw* £ which (faith he) although it ſeems to ſpeak ſome circumſeription I 


of time yet it really denotes n digi», an indefinite time, as in that, 1 

Huds3 & will be with you alwaies to the end of the world, But he uſhers in 
end; 7679 this diſcourſe with this remarkable Expreſſion 3 Although this be no hin 
warms Acrance to the DoFrine of Piety ; for till the Oeconomy of her delivery was 
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| liſhed, ber Vireinity was neceſſary ;, but what became of it afterwards is 
en to andory : however, becauſe the ears of thoſe who love 
Chriſt, will hardly entertain this, that Mary ceaſed tobe a Virgin, we ſuppoſe 
theſe proofs ſufficient for it. Judge then, whether. Baſ/ did believe this, .. 
je proofs ſufficient for | 
to be a Doctrine of Faith, or an unwritten Word. This Teſtimony Fron- To. 3. p.49-t 
to Ducexs, is much troubled with, and would go about to prove this to be Pariſ. 1638, 
an Article of Faith , from the Councils of Conſtantinople and the Lateran; 
5n the firſt of which ſhe is only called 4« my%95. But doth that note. 1t to 
bean Article of Faith? As for his evaſion of this Teſtimony, it is ſo imper- 
tinent, that I ſhall not repeat it, although he voucheth Yaſquez for the 
Authour of it. It cannot be denied, but that afterwards. Baſ#/ produ- 
ceth a Tradition for it concerning Zachary's placing the Virgin Mary, af- 
ter her delivery, among the Virgins, for which he was ſlain of the Jews, 
between the Temple and the Altar. But, we may gueſs at the credit of 
this Tradition, by what S. Hieron ſaith of it, that it came ex Apocryphorunt Comment. in 
ſomniis and withall, gives a ſufficient laſh at all Traditions, by reaſon of ——_— 08. 
this in the next words. Hoc quia de Scripturis non hbabet autoritatem, e4- © 
dem facilitate contemmitur, qua probatur. Which having no Authority from the 
Scriptures. it is as eaſily contenned as produced. And, think you not then, 
that S. Hierom was a great friend to your doctrinal Traditions, and un- 
written Word 2? But, ſay you ſtill, The Virginity of Mary muſt be an Article 
of Faith, becauſe, thoſe who denied it are called Hereticks; and $8. Auguſtine 
calls Helvidius his Opinion, blaſphemy. But, though Helvidius be liſted 
among the Hereticks,yet, I ſuppoſe, you will not ſay that all who are liſted 
in thoſe Catalogres are defined to be Hereticks by the Catholick ChurcheIt is 
very apparent, that any one who ſeemed to broach any new fancies, and : 
thereby diſturbed the Churches Peace, were.called Hereticks by them. And #6 ſupra. | 
Faſqitez confeſieth that Aquinas calls it an Errour, and not an Herefie in 
Helvidius. If it were fo, he was not the firſt Authour of it ; for , Tertul- 
lian is not only cited by Helvidixs for it, and S. Hierom caſts away his Te- ,, ». Them 
ſtimony, as of a man out of the Church, but Vaſquez confeſleth he delivers x gg 18. 
it ſo often, that Paxrelizs could make no antidote for thoſe places. One #73: 64+ 7+ 
would therefore think, that one ſo near the Apoſtles as Tertullian was, 
might eaſily have learned ſuch a Tradition, and fo great a friend to Yir- 
ginity as he was (while a Montaniſt) ſhould not have been apt to believe 
the contrary. That which was accounted Blaſphemy in Helvidixs, was the 
raſhneſs of his aflertion, which ſeemed diſhonourable to the Bleſſed Virein, 
and not as though he did thereby overthrow any Article of Faith. For 
the other part of your Tradition, that ſhe was a Yirginin the Birth of 
Chriſt, you will find it a greater difficulty to make it out to have been be- 8 
heved as a Tradition, much leſs as an unwritten Word. For not onl 
Tertuliian, but Ignatius, Irene, Origen, Epiphanius, Ambroſe, TheophylaG# 
eppole you in itz and judge you then, whether this were owned as a 
conſtant Tradition or no. But it is not worth while to inſiſt upon it, 
Your fourth Inſtance is, concerning the Rebaptization of Hereticks. Con- 
cerning which, two things are to be conlidered, The Cuſtome it ſelf, and 
the Right and Law on which that Cuſtome was grounded.In the places by 
you cited out of'S, Anſtiz, it is plain, he ſpeaks of the Cuſtome and Pra- 
dice of the Charch, which (faith he) did not uſe the Iteration of Baptiſm, Contra Diua« 
which Cuſtorae, he believed, did come ſom Apoſtolical Tradition; as man s nn. 
other things which ore not ſound in the writings of the Apoſtles, nor in fol- 
lowing Councils, yet becanſe they are obſerved by the Univerſal Church, are 
| | believed 
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believed to be delivered, and commended by them, Tothe lame purpoley 
the other Teſtimony. But what is this to do@rinal Traditions, concern 
matters of Faith £ That there were many Eccleſtaſtical Cuſtomes oblerved 
in the Church as Apoſtolical Traditions, I deny not, bur that is not our pre- 
ſent Queſtion. It you therefore enquire into that which is only do@ring 
in this caſe concerning the r7ght and lawfulneſs of Prattice in this cale,thar 
he frxeth wholly upon the Scriptures. T he Practice of the Church in admit. 
ting Hereticks without baptizing them again, might be known by Tradz. 
tjon, but whether the Church aid well or ill init, muſt be by S. Auſtix'y 
own confeſſion determined out of Scripture. And in that latter place 
you cited, there is mentioned noſuch thing as an unwritten Word,or that 
the Apoſtles had left any command that Hereticks ſhould not be baptized 
again. Nihil quidem exinde preceperunt Apoſtoli, are his own words; there 
being then neither written nor unwritten Word for it, S. Auſtin takes the 
likelieſt courſe he could think of, which was, from the Cuſtome of the 
Church, to judge moſt probably what was moſt agreeable to the Apoſtle 
minds. Burt ſtill, when he comes to urge moſt home agaiuaſt the Dowatiſts, 
Ex Cvanz'lis he makes his recourſe to the Scriptures, And offers to prove the mat- 
dy ter in diſpute from them, and would have all tryed by the ballance of the 
x. c, Dona- Lord, And exprelly faith, It is againſt the Lords command, that t 
ye if 164i. Pho have had lawful Baptiſm already, ſhould be rebaptized. So thatlwe ſee, $, 
cuſs 1m Arguſtine did not hiraſclt think it a ſuthcient proof of Apoſtolical Tradition, 
ox baptitu%, that it wasa Cuſtome of the Church, unleſs he did likewiſe produce ce 
rae wr tf. tain evidence out of Scripture tor the confirmation of it. Neither the 


feileeft, ve- will your fourth Inſtance prove what it was brought for. 

runt amen it- : RT £2 , . 
currens ad ilLam ſtateram Dominicam , ubi non ex humano ſenſu ſed ex divins autte;itate rerum momenta penſantur, invais 
de utrique re Domini ſententiam, nempe 17 $Criptnurks. l.2, C. 14. Huc accedit quia bene perſpectis ex utrogne lute 
difputationis rationbus, & Scripturarum Teſtimonits, poteſt etiamn dici, Dugd veritas declaravit hoc ſequimur, 1, 4. C1, 
vid. l, 4- C, 24: «5.0 4.1.6, C1 bg. Co 23. C26, 


Your fiſth concerning Infants Baptiſm, you have given us occaſionto 
conſider largely already ; your ſixth depends upon that ; your ſeventhis 
only a rite of the Church. To your eighth I anlwer, Though the Tradi- 
tion of the Church be a great confirmation of the Apoſtolical Prattice in 
obſervation of the Lords day, yet that very Practice, and the ground of 
it, arc ſufficiently deduced from Scripture. Among all theſe Inſtances 
therefore, we are yet to ſeek for ſuch a doGrinal Tradition, as makes an 
unwritten Word, But, methinks an Authour, who would ſeem ſo much 
verſed in S. Auguſtine, might, among al! rheſe Inſtances, have found out 
one more, which would have looked more like a doFrinal Tradition, than 
moſt of theſe,which is,the zeceſſety of the Enchariſt to baptized Tnfants : The 
places are ſo many, and ſo exprels in him concerning it, that it would be 
a needleſs task to produce them. : thall only therefore referr you 
Eſpenc.de Eu- tO your Eſpencexs, who hath mave ſome collection of them. When 
chariſt. cd you have viewed them, I pray bethink your ſelf of ſome convenient An- 
0-at- 12.012: {yer to them, which either muſt be by aſlerting, that S. Auguſtine might 

be deccivedin judging of Do@rinal and Apoſtolical Traditions; and then 
to what purpoſe are your ctght Inſtances out of him ? Or elſe that might 
be accounted an Apoſtolical Tradition in one age, which may not in ano- 
ther ; and then, ſince, according to your judgement, the preſent Church is 
infallible in every age, that was infallibly an Apoſtolical Tradition in one 
age, Whych intallibly 1s #2? jo in another. Which leaves us in a greater 
cifpute than ever, What thele Apoſtolical Traditions are, _ = 
Churc 
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church in ſeveral ages doth ſo much differ concerning them.. 
After you have, in your way, attempted to prove ſuch wmwritten Words, s. 
or dorinal Traditions, you tall upon a high charge againſt his Lordlhip, 
and not without a ſevere reflection on all Froteſt ants, in thele words. 1t is 
ſo natural to Proteſtants to build upon falſe grounds,that they cannot enter into 
4 Queſtion, without ſuppoſing a falſhood 3 Jo his Lordſhip here feeds his humour. 
| = obtrudes many. It is well yet,his Lordſhip meets with no worſe entexr- P. 62, 
| tainmeut than all Froteftants do : You think all Proteſtants (till build up- 
| onfalſe grounds, becauſe not ſuper hanc Petram, and that they (till ſuppoſe 
| falſhoods. becauſe they ſuppoſe your Church fallible, whether ſhe Ms - 
takes to explain written, or define unwritten Words. But, whether his 
| Lordſhip feeds his humour in obtruding falſhoods, or you yours in ca- 
| lumniating, will appear upon examination. _ You ſay, He makes Bellar- 
' mine, ard all Catholick Doffors, maintain, that whatever they pleaſe to call 
Tradition, wt preſently be received by all as God's unwritten Word, Upon 
which you go about to vindicate Bellarmine, by repeating his diſtinftions 
concernin Tradieions, viz. That ſome are Divine, others Apoſtolical, and 
other Feel laſtical, and that ſome belong to Faith, others to Manners. But 
all this doth not ſerve your turn. For 1. His Lordſhip doth not deny, 
that BeVarmine uſeth theſe diſtintions, but reduceth all theſe ſeveral Tra- 
| ditions under the ſame common title de YVerbo Dez non ſcripto; and that 
| his deſign thercin, is to impoſe upon unwary Readers, that all the Tra- 
ditions mentioned by him, are God's unwritten Word, Upon which, his 
| Lordfhip had good reaſon to goabout toundeceive them, and to make it 
appear ſo evidently as he hath done, that Tradition, and God's unwritten 
| ford, are not convertible terms ; both becauſe there may be juſtly ſuppo- 
ſed to have been many #zwritten Words, which were never delivered over 
tothe Church; and that there are many things which go for Traditions 
in your Church, which have no ſhadow of pretence from an #-written 
| IVord, 2. There may be yet further cunning 1n all this ; for, although 
Bel/armine and you diſtinguith of Traditions, Divine, Apoſtolical,, and Ec- 
cleſiaſtical; yet when you come to put the ditterence between theſe, I ſup- 
| ſe you would not leave it to every particular perſoz, to.judge which of 
| thele Traditions is of theſe ſeveral natures, but the Church muſt be judge 
of them. Sothata Tradition is Eccleſtaſtical, when your Church will have 
| it ſo,that is, when it is diſuſed among you, as the three dippings in Baptiſar, 
| the participation of Euchariſts by Infants, &c. But when any Tradition is 
| ſtill in ſe by your Church, then your Churches PraGice being in this caſe a 
| fufficient Definition asto all thoſe things ſo uſed by. your Church, they 
h muſt be accounted Apoſtolical, if not Divine. 3. Ot what kind or nature 
| ſoever thele Traditions are ſuppoſed to be, whether Divine, Apoſtolical, or 
| Feelefsaſtical, prove any of them to contain any thing neceſſary for Faith 
| and Salvation, and you will then come near an xzwrittex Word, Your 
| Feeleſraſtical Traditions you dilcard your ſelf from being ſuch, inform us 
then what Divine and Apoſtolical Traditions thoſe are which are founded 
| & onſuchan unwritten Word 2 Whether any of your Eccleſcaſtical Traditi- ” 
0x5 contradict God's Word. or no, 1s not herea = to Examine 5 we are 
now cnquiring, Whether there be any ſuch thing as an w-writter Word at 
all, which contains any matter necellary for us to believe, or practiſe. The 
only pretence you have here for it, is, That we believe by Divine, Faith, that 
Scripture is God's VVord, and that there is no other VVord of God to aſſure us 
of this Point, but the Tradition delivered to us by the Church, andthat ſuch 
Tradition 
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Tradition ſo delivered.,zmſt be the unwritten VVord of God.How far we Arety 
believe Scriptures to be the YVord of God, with Divine Faith, willy, 
throughly examined in its duetime; and likewiſe how far any Yorg 
God is neceſlary for the Foundation of this Faith : only I cannot here hy 
take notice, what it is which makes a Tradition be the wwritter VVorg 
God; and what becomes then of your former diſtinction concerning 7, 
ditions? for welee, that which makes them the YYVord of God, is their he. 
ing delivered by the Chmtch; fo that let their Authour, Nature, or My. 
ter be what it will, according to this Principle any Tradition being de; 
vered by your Church, becomes an auwritten VYVord, Sol come to the. 
cond Propoſition. | 
2. That the ground of believing any unwritten word, is the Infallibilit 
your Church defining it tobe ſo. For you fay, As the Church was Infallili 
in defining what was written, ſo is ſhe alfo infallible in defining what ny 
not written, And ſoſhe can neither tradere non traditum, or car ſhe be w 
faithful to God, in not faithfully keeping the depofitum committed to hy 
truſt : Neither can her Sons ever juſtly accuſe her of the contrary,but are bow 
to believe her Tradition, becauſe ſhe being infallible, the Tradition ſhe deli, 
can never be againſt the Word of their Father, The ſubſtance of all which 
is that which [ laid downas your Propoſition, That the gronnd of believiy 
any Tradition to be Apoſtolical,or any unwritten word js your Churches Infal; 
bility in defining it tobe ſo, Which being built on a Principle, [{ have1. 
ready manifeſted to be fo fallacious and uncertain, I might, without fur 
ther trouble, quit my hands of it : but I ſhall, however, ſhew how inc 
ſiſtent this is with the Rules of the Ancients, for diſcerning when Tradii 
ons are Apoſtolical, and when not. The great Rule we meet with a 
the Ancients for judging Apoſtolical Traditions, is that of Vincentius Ly; 
nenſts, In ipſa item Catholics Eccleſs# magnopere curandum eſt, ut id tems 
mm, quod ubiq, , quod ſemper, quod ab onmibus creditum eſt : hoc eſt enin 
vere proprieg, Catholicurt. It this be a certain Rule to judge ct Catholic 
and Apoſtolical Traditions by, viz. That which hath been held every where 
waies, and by all; then the judgement of your Church cannot be the infil 
lible definer of 4poſtolical Traditions, unleſs you will ſuppoſe that you 
Church only can tell us, what was held every where, alwaies, and by al: 
And if your Church alone can infallibly determine what Traditions ar 
Apoſtolical, to what purpoſe ſhould we be put to fuch a YV:ld-gooſe chi 
to enquire Vniverſality, Antiquity.and Conſent in all things which pretend 
to be Traditions. But to any reaſonable man, asto any thing which pre 
tendsto be a matter necetiary to be believed or practiſed, which is nc 
expretly revealed in Scripture ; this Rule of Yincentivs ſeems very juſt and 
equitable, that before we believe it neceſlary, it be made appear, that i 
was univerſally believed by Chriſtians to beſo, and that in all ages. And 
[ aſſure you, Iam fo far convinced of the reatonableneſs of this propols, 
that if you will make out any of thoſe things controverted between us, 
ſuch as Invocation of Saints, VVorſhip of Images, Tranſubſtantiation, Ador 
tion of the Euchariſt, Purgatory, Indulgences, the Pope's Supremacy, Ec. by 
thele Rules, and make it appear to me, that theſe were held by all Chr 
ſtan Churches, at all times, or have Antiquity, ——_— , and Conſent; | 
ſhall be very inclinable to embrace what your Chrch would impoſe upon 
me. But whenI know how impoſſible a task this is, I do not at all wor 
der that you ſhould quit this formerly magnitied ſaying of Yincentius,and 
relolve all into the Infallibility of the preſent Church. But hereby we lee, 
how 
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the tryal of doFrinal Tra itions, fince you can fee no ſecurity any where 
but in your ſelves, and your Churches Infallibility ; I will therefore reduce 
the Controverlie yet ſhorter : prove but this Ifailibility of your Church in 
defining the written and unwritten VVord by thele Rules of Fincentius, Uni- 
cerſality, Antiquity and Conſent, and I will yield you all the reſt.But what 
unreaſonable menare you, if you muſt be Parties and Judges too; or if 
we mult believe an »written VVord, becaule your Church is znfallible; and 
believe your Chrch infallible, becaulc that 1s an wmwritten YVVord, And 
well may you call it ſo; for, ſearch the whole Book of Scriptures, and all 
theRecords of the Primitive Church, and you find nothing at all of it. We 
ſeeplainly then, you are reſolved to be tryed by none but your ſelves, and 
ſoyou are Catholicks, becauſe you ſay, You are lo ; and, your Church infa- 
lible, becaule ſhe pretends to be lo. 

3.1hat onr belief of the Scriptures muſt be reſolved into an unwritten VV ord, 
which is defined by your Church to be ſuch. .. This is that, tor whoſe fake all 
your other diſcourſe is brought in, and 1s the main thing to the purpoſe : 
Although you pretend likewiſe to a power in your Church, to declare 
what ChriSt ſaid when he held his peace. (But, Are you fure your Church will 
beinfallible in that too? ) For when his Lord/{5p had ſaid, That where-ever 
Oy held his peace, and that his words are not regiſtred, no man may dare 
without raſhneſs, to ſay, They were theſe or theſe : You very gravely add, That 
his Lordſhip nnſt give you leave to tell hin, you nut bind up his whole aſſertion 
with this Provito, but according as the Church ſhal7 declare. Your Church 
then muſt declare when Chriſt held his peace, and when he did not; when 
he ſpake ſo, that others might hear him, and when he did not 5 when any 
thing was taken notice of that he ſaid, and when not. But when it is ap- 
parent Chriſt both ſpake,and did much more thanever was written, how 
well doth your Church acquit her Office in being Chriſt's Remembrancer 2 
And therefore I believe your Church will be guilty of the ſame raſhnels 
with any private perſon in, S. TW. oree+ Opinion, In offering to deter- 
mine what Chriſt ſaid . when either he held hs peace, or his words are not 
regiſtred, As for thoſe things which you mention for Traditions, not 
contrary to God's written Word, which yet are not an unwritten Word, 
ſuch as the Ceremonies of Baptiſm by you mentioned, they are there- 
fore not pertinent to Our purpoſe, becaule they are only rites and ceremo- 
nies, and our diſcourle is about dod@rinal Traditions ;ncither yet ifT would 
{pend time in the enquiry, could you derive them from Apoſtolical Tradi- 
tion, notwithſtanding what either you, or Be//armize lay. But the ſub- 
itance of all you have to ſay, pertinent to your purpole, is, That though eve- 
ry Tradition be not God's unwritten VV ord, yet it being neceſſary for 5 to be- 
lieve the Seripture to be the VVord of God, we muſt believe it either for ſome 
word written or unwritten, or we ſhall have uo Divine Faith at all of the 
Peint, becauſe all Divine Faith wuſt rely upon ſome VVord of God, Thus be- 
Ing a great novelty with you, that is, ſomething like Argumentation, it 
obliges me to take a little more particular notice of it. Any one that con- 
Iiders the force of this Argument, will find, that it lyes wholly upon your 
notion of Divine Faith : for it appearing unreaſonable to you, that our be- 
lict that the Scripture is the Word, ſhould be refolved into the written 
Word it ſelf; therefore you find out an «7written Ford of God for a Di- 
vine Faith to fix it ſelf upon, which can be nothing but ſomre YVord of God. 
To this thereforeT anſwer, that when you ſay, It is neceſlary we zzuſt be- 
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P. 69.n.z; Pimin the Confutation. Yet herein you grow very angry with him, fs 


on 
lieve the Scriptures to be the VVord of God with Divine Faith , this Divine 
Faith muſt be taken in one of theſe three ſenſes z either firſt, that Faith 
may be faid to be Divine, which hatha Divine Revelation tor its Material 
0bjeF, as, that Faith may be ſaid to be a Humane Faith, which is conver. 
ſant about natural cauſes, and the effedts of them : And in this ſenſe it can« 
not but be a Divine Faith, which is converſant about the Scripture, be. 


cauſe it is a Divine Revelation: Or ſecondly, a Faith may be faid tobe Dj. 

vine, in regard of its Teſtimony, or Formal Obje& ;, and lo that is called ; 
Divine Faith,which is built on a Divine Teitimony, and that a Humane Faith 
which is built ona Humane Teſtimony: ThusI aflert, all that Faith which 
reſpects particular 0bjeFs of Faith, ſuppoſing the belict of the Scriptures, 

in this ſenſe Divize, becauſe it is built on a properly Divine Teſtimony ; but 

the Queſtion is, Whether that A# of Faith which hath the whole Scriptur, 

as its Material Obje&,be in that ſenſe Divine or no. Thirdly, Faith may be 

ſaid to be Divire, in regard of the Divine Effe&s it hath upon the ſoul 

man; asit is ſaid in Scripture, to purifie the heart, overcome the world, rej 
Satan, and his Temptations, receive Chriſt, &c. And this is properly a Dj. 

vine Faith ;, and there is no Queſtion, but every Chriſtian ought to hay: 

this Divine Faith in his ſoul, without which the other forts of Divine Faith 

will never bring men to Heaven. But it is apparent, that all who heartily 
profeſs to believe the Scriptures to be the YVVord of God, have not this lortef 
Divine Faith, though they have ſo firm an aſſent to the Truth and Autho- 

rity of it, that they durſt lay down their lives for it. The Afext there 
fore,we ſee, may be firm, where the effects are not ſaving : The Queſtion 

now is, Whether this may be called a Divine Faithin the ſecond ſenle, that 

is, Whether it muſt be built on a Teſti-20ny infallible ? For clearing which, 
we muſt further conſider the meaning of this Queſtion, How we know Seri | 
pture to be Scripture? which may import two things, How we kzow that d , 
theſe Books contain God's VVord in them £ Or ſecondly, How we know th ; 
Dofdrine contained in theſe Books to be Divine 2 If you then ask me, Whe- 
ther it be neceſlary that I believe with ſuch a Fazth as is built on Divan i 


Teſtimz0ny, that theſe Books called the Scripture, contain the principles d F 
the Jewiſh and Chriſtian Religzon in them (which we call God's VVord) | c 
deny it, and ſhall doo, till you ſhew me ſome further neceſſity of it tha c 
you have done yet; and my reaſon is, becauſe I may have ſufficient ground t 
for ſuch an Aſert, without any Divine Teſtimony, But, if you ask me, On C 
what ground I believe the De@rine to be Divine, which is contained in thi t 
Books ;, [thenanſwer afhirmatively, On a Divine Teſtizzony ;, becauſe Gol 

hath given abundant evidence, that this De&rine was of Divine Revelation l 
Thus you ſee, what little reaſon you have to triumph-in-your Argument P 


from Divine Faith, inferring the neceſlity of an unwritten VVord of God 
But, the further explication of thele things mult be reſerved, till I cometo 
the poſitive parr of our way of reſolution of Faith, 1 now return. 
Having.,after your way( that is,very unfatisfactorily) attempted the vin 
dicating your reſolution of Faith, from the Objeftions which were offered 
againſt it by his Lordfhip ; you come now to conlider the ſecond way pro 
pounded by him for the reſolving Faith, which is, That Scripture ſhould 
fully and ſufficiently known, as by divine and infallible Teſtimony, by the rt 
ſplendency of that light which it hath in it ſelf only, and by the witneſs it can) 
give to it ſelf againſt which he gives ſuch evident reaſons, that you ac 


knowledge the Relator himſelf hath ſufficiently confuted it, and you agree witl 
Jayms 
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ſaying, T hat this DoFrine may agree well enough with your grounds, in regard 


you hold. that Tradition may be knows for God's VVord by its own liebt, and 
conſequently the like may be ſaid of Scripture. This you call aſperſeng you,and 
obtruding falſhoods upon you. Whether it be ſo or no, muſt appear upon 
examination. Two Teſtimonies are cited from A. C. to this purpoſe, the 
firſt is, Tradition of the Church is of a Company which by its own light, ſhews it 
ſelf to be infallibly aſſiited. Your Anſwer is, That the word | which] muſt pro- 
perly relate to the preceding word Company, and not to the more remote word. 
Tradition. But what of all this > Doth any thing the leſs follow, which 
the Biſhop charged A.C.with 2 For it being granted by you, That there care 
be no knowing an Apoſtolical Traditiqn, but for the Infallibility of the preſent 
Church; the ſame /ight which diſcovers the Infallibility of that Company; 
doth likewiſe diſcover the Truth of Tradition. If therefore your Church 
doth appear infallible by its own /ight, which is your own confeſſion, May 
not the Scripture as well appear infallible by its own light. For is there 
not as great ſe/f-evidence, at leaſt, that the Scripture 15% infallible, as that 
our Church is infallible? And therefore that way you take to ſhift the 
Objection, makes it return uponyou with greater force : For, I pray tell 
me, how any Company can appear by its own Light to be affifted by the 
Holy Ghoſt, and not much more the Holy $cripture to be divine ? Efpecially 
ſeeing you mult at laſt be forced to derive this 1rfallzbility trom the Scri- 
ptares, For, you pretend to no other Infallibility, than what comes by a 
promiſe of the immediate aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt. How then can any 
Company. appear by zts ez Lieht, to be thys intallibly aſtiſted, unleſs it 
firſt appear by zts own Light, that there was ſuch a Promiſe? and how can 
that, naleſs it antecedently appear by zts ow Light, that the Scripture, in 
which the Promile is written, is the Y/Vord of God £ You tell us, A. C'S: 7#2- 
tention is only to affirm, That the Church is known by her Motives of Credibili- 
ty, which ever accompany her, and may very properly be called her own Light. 
How well you are acquainted with A. C's. intention, Fknow not, neither 
is it much-matter: for,granting this to have been his intention, may not the 
Scripture be known by her Motives of Credibility, as well as the Church? and: 
donot theſe accompany her, as much as the Church ? and may they not be 
called her Light, as properly as thoſe of the Church? It is plain then, by all 
the ſenſes and meanings you can find out, in the very ſame, that you fay the 
Church may be known by her own Light.the Scripture may much more;and 
therefore you have no reaſon toquarrel with his Lordſhip or affirming it. 
The ſecond Teſtimony produced, is, That a Tradition may be known to be 
ſuch by the Light it hath in it ſelf, in which (you ſay) you find not one word, 
of Tradition being known by its own Light. But, who are ſoblind as thoſe 
who will not ſce 2 I pray, what difference is there between a - Tradition 
being known to beſach by its own Light, anda Tradition being know by its 
own Light 2 Yes, lay you. kzrown to be ſuch, implies, that is, to be God's uns 
written Word 3 but are not do&trinal Traditions, and an unwritten Word, 
with you the ſame thing? Can therefore a Tradition be known tobe an 
unwritten Word by its own Light, and not be known to be a Tradition by its 
own Light?Nay,How canit pothibly be known to be an awrittex Word, un- 
lefsit firſt appears to be a Tradition? for Tradition containing under it both 
thoſe that are unwritten Words, and thoſe that are xot ; it auſt, in order of 
nature, be known to be a Tradition.before it can be known to be the other: 
AsI muſt firſt know you to be a /ivizg Creature, before I can know you to 


be a reaſonable Creature ;, and, I may much ſooner know the one than the, 
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other. You do therctore very well when you have given us1uch ge. 
cafion for ſport to give #s leave to laugh at it, as you do in your new 
words. 
But before you leave this point you have ſome graver matter to take 
notice of, wluch 1s, that you defire the reader to conſider what the Re. 
lator grants, viz. That the Church now admits of $t, James and $t, Judg 
Epiſtles, and the Apocalyple, which were not received for diverſe years, afte 
the reſt of the New Teſtamfnt. From which you wilely inferr,That if ſoae 
Books are now to be admitted for Canonical which were not alwayes acknoy. 
ledged to be ſuch, then upon the ſame authority ſomg Books may now be ye. 
ceived into the Canon, which were not ſo in Ruttinus his time. And therefor 
the Biſhop doth elſewhere nnjuſtly charge the Church of Rome, that it hu 
erred in receiving more Books into the Canon, then were received in Rutliny 
his time, To which I Anſwer. 1. By your own confeflion then, the 
Church of Keme doth now receive into the Cao more Books then ſhe did 
in K«ſf:775 his time 3 from whenceT enquire, whether the preſcnt Churd 
of Rome were Infallible in Ruffinus his time in determining the Canor of the 
Scripture 2 If not, then the preſent Church is no Infallible propounder 
the Word of God, and then all your diſcourle comes to nothing. If ſhe were 
Infallible then, ſhe cannot be now, for now ſhe determins otherwiſe asto | 
a main point of Faith than ſhe did then; unleſs you will ſay,your Churd | 
can be 1jal/ible in determining both parts of a contradiction to be true, | 
2. Is the integrity of the Cavor of Scripture an Apoſtolical tradition or 
no? ] doubt not, but you will fay, It is ; it to, Whether were theſe Book 
which you admit now and were not admitted then, known to be of the Cs 
#01 by this Apoſtolical tradition © It not, by what right come they now toh: 
of the Carone if {o,then was not your Churchin Ruffinus'stime,much toſedk 
tor her 1nfa//ibility, in defining what was Apoſtolical tradition, and what 
not?3. Your main principle on which the lawtulneis of adding more book 
to the C.mon of the Scripture is built, is, That 7t is in the power of your Chard 
judicial'y and authoritatively to determine what books belong to the Canon 
the Scripture, and what not, which I utterly deny. For it is impoſlibl 
that your C/rch, or any in the world, can by any definition make that 
Book to be Dive, which was not fo before tuch a definition : For the 
Divinity of the Book doth meerly ariſe from Divine revelation, Can your 
Church then make that to be a Divine revelation, which was not ſo 2 Al 
that any Ckurch inthe world can do in this cafc, is, not to conſtitute anj 
new Cazon, which were to make Books Divine which were not to, butto 
uſe its utmolt diligence and care in ſearching into the authenticalnefd 
thoſe Copy's which have any pretence to be of the Caron,and whether they 
did originally proceed from fuch perſons, as we have reaſon to beliewt 
had an 1z:-ediate aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt ; and, according to the evi 
dence they tind,the Charch may declare and give in her verdict. For the 
Church in this caſe is but a Jury of grand Inqueſt to ſearch into matters d 
Fad&, and not a Judge upon the Bench todetermine in point of Law. 
that is the true reaſon, why the Books of the New Teſtament were gradual 
ly received into the Canon, and ome a great while after others, 3 
St. James, St. Jude, the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, and the Apocalypſe ;, becautte 
at hir{t, the Copyes being not fo pnblickly diſperſed, there was not that 
occaſion miniſtred to the Church tor examination of them ; upon which, 
when by degrees they came to be more publick, it cauſed ſcruples in man) 
concerning them, becauſe they appearcd no ſooner : eſpecially if any p# 
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ſages in them ſeemed to gratiftie any of the Se#s then appearing z as the 
Epiſthc to the Hebrews, the Novatians ; and the Apocalypſe, the Millenary s: 
But when upona through ſearch and exanimnation ot all circumitances, it 
; did appear that theſe Copyes were authentical, and did originally procecd 
from Divine Perſons, then they came to be admitted and owned for ſuch 
; by the Univerſal Church, which we call being admitted into the Canon of 
7 the Scripture. Which I take to be the only true and juſt account of that 
* which is called the conſtituting the Canon of Srripture, not as though ei- 
ther the Apoſtles met to do it, or St. John intended any luch thing by thoſe 
words in the end of the Apocalypſe (tor that Book being as much lyable to 
queſtion as any, how could that ſeal the Caroz tor all the reſt) much leſs, 
that it was in the power of any Church or Conncil, and leaſt of all ofthe 
Pope, to determine what was Canonical, and what not : but only that the 
Church upon examination and enquiry. did by her Univerlal reception of 
theſe Books, declare it ſelf ſatisfied with the evidexce which was produced, 
| thatthoſe were true and authentick Copyes which were abroad under luch 
| names or titles, and that there was great reaſon to believe by a continued 
| tradition from the age and time theſe Books were written in, that they 
| were written by ſuch perſons, who were not only free from any delign of 
| zmpoſture, but gave the greateſt Rational evidence, that they had a more 
ſpecial and immediate afliſtance of Gods Spirit. You ſee then, to how 
little advantage to your Cauſe you made this digreſſrorr. : 
| As tothe third way propounded for relolving rhc Queſtion, Howwe &F, 10, 
know the Scriptures to be the Word of God, viz. by the teſtimony of the Holy 
Ghoſt ; three things you object againſt the Biſbops diſcourſe about itz, Firſt, FPag 70,71, 
| that his diſcourſe is roving and uncertain. 2. That notwithſtanding his brags 
he muſt have recourſe to a private ſpirit himſelf. 3. That though the Biſhop 
world ſeem to deny it, diverſe eminent Proteſtants do reſolve their Faith into 
the private ſpirit, This being the ſubſtance of what you ſay, I ſhall return 
a particular Anſwer to cach ofthem, For the tir{t your tell us, He delivers 
Himſelf in ſuch a roving way of diſcourſe, as ſrenifies nothing in effect as to 
what he would drive at. No ? that is ſtrange, when that which his Lord- 
ſiip drives at, is, to ſhew how far this opinion is to be allowed and how 
tar not, which he is ſo far from roving in, that he clearly and diſtinctly 
propounds the ſtate of the queſtion and the relulution of it : which in 
thort is this, 1f by the teſtimony of the ou be meant any ſpecial revelation of P.71, 7%, 
a new object of Faith, then he denies the truth of it at leaſt in an ordinary way, 
both becanſe God never ſends us to look, for ſuch a teſl;nrony, and becauſe it 
would expoſe men to the danger of Enthuſiaſms : but if by the teſtimony of the 
Spirit be rreant the habit or the act of Divine infuſed Faith, by verte of which 
they believe the obje which appears credible, then he grants the truth but de- 
nyes thepertinency of it, becauſe it is quite ont of the ſtate of the queſtion, which 
| mnquires only after a ſufficient means to make this object credible, againſt all 
| impeachment of folly and temerity in believing, whether men do aFually be- 
lieve of not, And withal adds, that the queſtion is of ſuch outward aud evi- P, 74. n. 11; 
dent means, as other men may take notice of, as well as our ſelves. Jadge 
you now, whether this may be called roving; if it be fo, I can treely excule 
| you from zt in all the diſcourſes I have met with in your Book, who ab- 
| torre nothing more then a true ſtating, and methodical handling any 
| queſtion, 
| But yet (lay you) the Biſhop cannot free himſelf ſrom that imputation of 
| reearring to the private Spirit, againſt any that ſhould preſs the buſineſs _ 
ure 
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Sure you refer us here to ſome one elle who is ableto preſs a buſineſs 
for you never attempt ityour ſelf;and inſtead of that,only produce a lary 
teſtimony out of A. C. That he did not acquit the Biſhop wholy of this. Whe. 
ther he did or no is tolittle purpoſe, and yet thole very words whichhy 
Lordſhip cites, are in your teſtimony produced out of him. Only why 
you add more from him, that he muſt be driven tot; that his Lordſki " 
nies, and neither A. C. or you have been able to proveit. 

But though the Biſhop ſeems not only to deny any ſuch private revelatig 
himſelf, but will not confeſs that any Proteſhants bold tt 5 yet (you fay) they 
can be no doubt in this, ſince Calvin and Whitaker do both ſo expreſly own 
But according to thoſe principles laid down before,both theſe teltimoniy 
are eaſily anſwered. For, 1. Neither of them doth imply any privg 
revelation of any new objef, but only a * vm application of the e 
dence appearing in Scripture to the conſcience of every Believer. 2. Thy 
theſe teſtimonies do not ſpeak of the external evidence which others ax 
capable of, but of the internal ſatisfa&tion of every ones conſcience. Thers 

Iftitzt. 1.1 fore Calvin ſaith, $i conſcientiis optime conſultun volumus, Ec. if we yil 

67-[9.4 fatisfie our own conſciences 3 not, If we will undertake to give a ſufficx 

ſentrov. de reaſon to others of our Faith. So Whitaker, Eſſe enim dicinms certin 6 

Senpt-4:3-1+ lluſtrins teſtimoninm quo nobis perſuadeatur hos libros eſſe ſacros, &c, Then 

Is a more certain and noble teſtimony by which we may be perſwaded the 

theſe Books are ſacred, viz. that of the Holy Ghoſt. 3. Neither of the 

teſtimonies affirm any more, than the more judicious Writers among yar 

ſelves do. Your Cary aflerts the neceſſity of an internal efficient cauſe, 

| ecial aſſiſtance of the Spirit moving ws to believe, h 

Id flatuendum eſt, axthoritatem bumazam & "(to 1nd beyond all humane authorities and motiei 

incitamenta 481ia iHa predifia,ſive alia que- -pog OY 

cung, adbibita ah eo qui propenit dem, nos Which of themſelves are not ſufficient to beget F aith, 

eſſe ſuſficientes cauſas ad credendum wt cre= thzs (a little after) he calls, Divinum quoddamhlumn 

dere tenemir ; ſed praterea opureſt ener. citans ad credendum, A divine light | 

cauſs efficiente, i. e. Dit Fpecials auxi/is mo- : gPF MOVING Wh 

ventis ad credendum. Locor. theol. 1.3.c.8, belzeve;, and again, Interius lumen infuſum 4 Spirit 

Reſpad 4. arg, 1 2.©.8. ſe. fan har. x ntto, 41 inward light infuſed by the Spirit of Gul 

There is nothing in the ſayings of the molt rigid Proteſtants is more hai 

to explain or vindicate from a private revelation then this is : if, as you 

ſay, one would preſs it home. Nay hath not your own Stapleton, Cahin 

very phraſe of the neceſſity of the ſecret teſtimony of th 

Artanum boc divini Spirits a Spirit that one believe the teſtimony and Judgementf 

_ —_—_ em gr the Church concerning Scripture. And is there nt 

bationem credat, Triplica- adverſ Whitak- then as much danger of Enthuſiaſm in believing tle 

Cap. Fs Teſtimony of your Chxrch, as in believing the $0 

ptures £ Nay, doth not your Gregory de Valenti rather go higher tha 

the teſtimonies by you produced out of Calvin ard Whitaker on this ver 

ſubject, in the beginning of his diſcourſe of the reſolution of Faith. Iti 

God bizſelf, ſaith he, i» the firſt place, which af con- 

Et verd Deus ipſe imprimia eft qui (briſtia= vince and perſwade the minds of men of the truth of the 

nam dofirinimsatq; ades Seripturam ſacram Chriſtian Dofrine, and conſequently of the Sacred Seri 
wveram eſſe, voce revelations ſue, & interns 1} tf off ys ! 

quodem inflintiu & impulſu bumanis mex= PFAres, by ſome inward inſtind and impulſe ; as it 

tibus conteſtatur atg; perſuadet 3 ut in eh ip= pears ſrom Scripture it ſelf,& is fully explained by Prif 

/ «ger tn —_— per. If you will then undertake to clear this inwwl 

De Anglyſi fdei!. 1, c.1, inſtind and impulſe upon the minds of men, whereby 

they are perſwaded of the truth of Chriſtianity and 

Scripture, from — and aprivate ſpirit you may as eaſily do it for 

the utmoſt which is ſaid by Calerr, or Whitaker, or any other Proteſian 

Divi, 
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Divine. This therefore is'only an argument of your defireto cavil, and 
as ſuch I will paſs it over. For what concerns the influence which 
[ the $pirit hath in the reſolution of Faith, it will be enquired into after- 
| wards. 
| The laſt way mentioned in order to the reſolution of Faith, is, that of S- 11. 
| Reaſon, which (his Lordſhip ſaith) carnot be _— to have ſome place to ©:14-313+ 

come in, and prove what it can. According to which (he tells us) no max 

can be hindred from weighing the tradition of the Church, the inward motives 

in Scripture it ſelf, all teſtimonies within, which ſeem to bear witneſs to it, 1, 

and in all this (faith he) there is no harm : the danger is, when a man will uſe 

no other ſcale but reaſon, or prefer reaſon before any other ſcale. Reaſon then, 

can give no ſupernatural ground into which a man may reſolve his Faith, that 

the _ is the word of God infallibly ; yet Reaſon can go ſo high, as it car 

prove that Chriſtian Religion, which reſts upon the authority of this Book, 

ſtands upon ſurer grounds of nature, reaſon, common equity, and juſtice, then 

any thing in the world, which any Infidel, or meer naturaliſt, hath done, doth, 

or can adhere unto, againſt it, in that which he makes, accounts, or aſſumes 4s 

Religion to himſelf. This is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips diſcourſe about 

the uſe of Reaſon; in which we obſerve, 

1. That he doth not make reaſor a means ſufficient to ground an infal/:- 
ble belief, that Scripture is the Word of God. And therefore you are guilty 
of notorious oſcitancy, or willtul calumny, in telling us, That natural rea- 
ſon is introduced by the Biſhop for that end. By which we may guels at the p ,, 1.9,1g. 

* truth of what you ſay at the end of your izterlocutory diſcourſe between the 
Biſhop and the Heathen, that you have not wronged him, by either falſly im- F-75-15+ 
poſing on him, or diſſembling the force of his arguments, wherein you are ſo 
guilty, that the only extenuation of your crime had been,never to have 
profefled the contrary. For you give us a hopeful ſpecimrex of your fair 
dealings at your entrance on this ſubjett. 

2. Though reaſon cannot give a ſupernatural ground whereby to reſolve 
Faith as to the Scriptures being Gods Word Infallibly; yet reaſon may 
abundantly prove to any one who queſtions it, the trath and reaſonableneſs 
of Chriſtian Religion. By which if you pleaſe, you may take notice of a 
double reſolution of Faith : the one is, into the truth and reaſonableneſs of the 
DoGrine of Chriſtianity conſidered in it ſelf 5 and the other is, into the 
Infallible means of the conveyance of that Doctrine to us, which is the 
Scripture, When therefore his Lordſhip offers to deal with a Heather, 
he doth not as you ,cither fillily or wilfully, would make him fay, That he 
would prove Tafalliby to him, that the Bible 3s Gods Word, but that Chriſtian 
Religion hath ſo much the advantage above all others, as to make it ap- 
pear, that it ſtands upon ſurer grounds of xature, reaſon,common equity and 
Juſtice, then any thing in the world, which any one who queſtions it doth 
adhere unto. Which I think is a thing that no one, who underſtands 
Chriſtian Religion, would be afraid to undertake againſt any Infidel of 
what ſort or nature ſoever. Theſe things being premiſed, your grand 
piece of Sophiſtry iz: the diſpute between the Heathen and the Biſhop, whom 
you fo ſolemnly introduce at a Conference about Religion, doth evidently 
diſcover it ſelf. Whercin, you bring in your learned Heathen, as one deſirtng 
ſatisfaition in matter of Keligion ; but being not verſt in Chriſtian Princi- 
Ples, deſires to be ſatisfied by the evidence of natural reaſon ; which when the 
Biſhop hath condeſcended to ;, your very next thing is, that your Heathen un- 
derſtands by bis Lordſbips Book,, that the ſole foundation of our Faith is a Book 

called 
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called the Bible ; which ſaith he, you tell me muſt be believed Infallibly with 
every part and parcel in it, to be the undoubted Word of the true God, befyn 
7 can believe any other point of Religion as it ought to be believed, 4; |, 
which, your Heathen ſees no ground to aſſent that it is God's Word. But by thi 
way of management of your diſpute, we may eaſily diſcern which way tly 
ifue of it is like to go. Doth his Lordſhip any where undertake to proy, 
this in the firſt place 7 allibly to a Heathen, That the Bible muſt be Tofallith 
believed to be Gods Word? No, he offers to prove, firſt, the exce//ency apy 
the reaſonableneſs of the Chriſtian Religion conſidered in its {clf. Frog 
whence you might calily conceive how the diſpute ought to be managed 
ſhewing fir(t, that the precepts of Chriſtianity are highly juſt and reaſoy 
able, the Promiſes of it ſuch as may induce any reaſonable man t, 
the praffice of thole Precepts ; and that the whole Do@rine is ſuch 
as may appear to any confiderative perſon to have been very ik. 
ly contrived : That there 1s — vain or impertinent 1n it, by 
that it is deſigned for great and excel/ext purpeſes, the bringing mien < 
from the love of fin, to the love of God; that it is impoſiible to 1Magin 
any Dottrine to be contrived with more advantage for promoting the 
ends, becauſe it repreſents to us the higheſt expreſſions of the Kina 
Goodneſs of God to man, and that the Promiſes made by God were confirn. 
ed to the world by the death of his only Son ; That fince mens atures a 
now ſodegenertte, God hath made a tender of Grace, and divine afſijtany 
whereby toenable men to perform the excellent dutics of this Religion 
That thoſe things which ſeem moſt hard: to believe in this DoFrire, areng 
ſuch things as might have been ſpared out of it (as though God did inten 
only to puzzle mens reaſon with them) but they are ſuch »»yſterzes, az i 
is impoſſible the wit of man can conceive they ſhould have been diks 
vered upon better reaſoxs, or for more excellent cds : as, that a Virgs 
ſhould conceive by the immediate power of God, to bring him into the worll 
who ſhould be the Saviour of itz That there ſhould be a reſurretion of bodiz 
in order to a compleat felicity of them who obey this DoCtrine 5 and ſok 
others of a like nature: that ſuppoſing it poliible ſuch things ſhould be, 
1s impoſſible to conceive they thould be done upon better grounds, or id 
better purpolcs than they are in Chriſtian Religion. This being now a ſhot 
draught or Idea of Chriſtiazity, is the firſt thing which I ſu poſe any Icarned 
or inquiſitive Heather or Infidel ſhould be acquainted with ; it he fink 
fault with this, let him in any thing ſhew the incongruity or unreaſonable 
nels of it. It he acknowledge this model of the Do@rine reaſonable, ti 
next {cruple is, Whether this be truly the ode! of it or no; for that en! 
I tell him, We have a Bookamong us, which is,and ever hath beep, by Chr- 
ſtians,taken tor granted, tocomprize in it the Principles of Chriſtian i 
ligion ;, Tbid him take it, and read it ſeriouſly, and fee if that which [ hart 
given him as the 1dea of Chriſtian DoFrinc, do not perte&tly agree with 
that Book. I do not bid him preſently abſolrtely and infallibly believe thi 
Book to be God's VVord, which 1sa very prepoſterous way of proceeding; 
but only compare the Do@rine with the Book, as he would do a body & 
Civil Law with the 1ſtitutes of itzor the Principles of any Science, with tht 
moſt approved Authors of it. If after this ſearch, he be ſatisfied, that tit 
repreſentation I gave him of Chriſtiav Religion, agrees with thoſe Books We 
cail the Bible; he yet further adds, that he acknowledges the Princes 


of our Religion to be reaſonable ;, but deſires to be ſatisfied of the Truth 


them 5 I mult further enquire, Whether he doth believe any thing «llc - 
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he in the world, beſides what he hath ſeen and heard himſelf? I may juſtly 
ſuppoſe his Anſwer affirmative; I then demand upen what grounds ? A.Up- 
on the certain report of honeſt men, who have ſeen and heard other things than 
ever he did. But why do you think honeſt mens reports to be credible in 
fach caſes ? A. Becauſe, T ſee, they have no deſign or intereſt to deceive me in 
it, Will you then believe the report of ſuch men, whom, I can make it 
appear, could have no intereſt in deceiving you? A. T car ſee no reaſon to 
th contrary. Will you then believe ſuch men, who loſt their lives to 
makeit appear, that their Teſtimony was true? A.Tes. Will you believe 
ſuch things, wherein perſons of leveral Ages, Profeſſions, Nations, Reli- 
ions, Intereſts, are all agreed that they were ſo ? A. Tes, if it be only to be 
Fees a matter of fait on their Teſtimony; TI can ſee no ground to queſtion it, 
That is all I deſire of you, and therefore you mult believe that there was. 
inthe world ſuch a perſon as Jeſ#s Chriſt, who dyed, and roſe again; and, 
while he lived, wrought great miracles to confirm his Do@rine with; and 
that he ſent out Apoſtles to preach this Dodrine in the world, who like- 
wiſe did work many miracles, and that ſome of theſe perlons the better to 
preſerve and convey this Doctrine, did write the ſubſtance of all that 
Chriſt either did, or ſpake, and withall penned ſeveral Epiſtles to thoſe 
Churches which were planted by them. Theſe are all watters of fa, and 
therefore on your former Principle you are to believe them. There are 
then but two Scruples left, Suppoſeng all this true, yet this doth not prove the 
Doftrine Divine; nor the Scriptures, which convey it, to be infallible, To 
which I anſwer, 1. Can you queſtion, Whether that Do@rine be Divine, 
when the perſoz who declared it to the world, was fo divine and extraord;- 
nary a perſon, not only in his converſation, but in thoſe frequent and un- 
paralleld Afiracles which he wrought in rhe ſight and face of his enemies, 
who, after his death, didriſc again, and converſe with his Diſciples, who 
ave evidence of their fideliry in the Teſtimony they gave of it, by laying 
Gas their lives to atteſt the Truth of it? Again, Canyou queſtion the 
Divinity of that Do@rine, which tended fo apparently to the deſtruction 
of fin and wickedneſs,and the power of the evil Spirit in the world ? For, 
we cannot think he would quit his potlefſion willingly out of the bodies 
and ſouls ofmen ; that therefore which threw him out of both, mult be; 
not only a De@rine directly contrary to his intercſc, but infinitely excced- 
ing him inpower - And that can be no lels than Divire, Bur (till, you will 
lay, 1s it not, beſides all this, neceſſary to believe theſe very Books, you call the 
Scyypture, to be divinely inſpired; and how ſhould I know that To that I 
anſwer, 1. That which God chietly requires from you, is, the belief of the 
Truth and Divinity of the Do@rine ;, tor that is the Faith which will bring 
you to obedience, which is the thing God aims at. 2. If you believe the 
Doctrine to be True and Divine, you cannot realonably queſtion the Trfal- 
libility of the Scriptures, For, in that you read, that not only Chriſt did 
miracles, but his Apoſtles too; and therefore their Teſtimony, whether 
writing or ſpeaking was equally izfa//ible ; all that you want evidence 
for, is, that ſuch perſons writ theſe Books , and that being a matter 
of fact, was ſufficiently proved and acknowledged before, Thus you ſee, 
It we take a right method, and not jumble things confuſedly together, as 
you do, what a ſatisfactory account may be given to any inquilitive per- 
fon ; firſt, of the Reaſorableneſs; next, of the Truth ;, and laſtly, of the Di- 
vinity, both ofthe Doctrine, and the Books containing it, which we call 

the Scripture, 
Aa Let 
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ſtrations would make me infallibly certain ; theſe thenare no more but pn 


; we meannot ſuch as are apt to leave the mind 7 ſuſpenrce, whetherthe 


nn "EL 
Let us now again ſee, How you make the Biſhop and Heathen diſpute. Thy 
ſubſtance of which, is,That you make your Heathen deſtre no leſs than infal. 
lible evidence that the Bible is God's VVord by convittion of natural reajy, 
whereas his Lordſhip attempts only to make the Authority of Scriptures ay 
pear by ſuch Arguments, as unbelievers themſelves could not but think 
reaſonable, ifthey weighed them with indifterency. For, though, fig 
he, this Truth, That Scriptyre is the VVord of God, is not ſo demonſtrati 
evident & priori, as to inforce aſſent, yet it is ſtrengthened ſo abundantly with 
probable Arguments, both from the Light of Nature it ſelf, and Humane Tj 
mony, that he muſt be very wilſul and ſelf-conceited, that ſhall dare to ſuſpet i 
And ſure any reaſonable man in the world would think it ſufficient to de 
with an adverſary upon ſuch terms. But, faies your Heather, A man camy 
be infallibly certain of what is ſtrengthened with but probable Arguments, fy 
that which is but probably true, may alſo beſaid to be but probably falſe, Which 
being a thing ſo often objeCted againſt us by your party, muſt be ſomeyly 
further explained, How far Infa//ibility may be admitted in our belig 
may partly be perceived by what hath been ſaid already, and what ſal 
be ſaid more afterwards. That there 1s, and ought to be the higheltd 
gree of anal Certainty ;, Tallert as much as yoa : But, fay vou, The wh 
Arguments being but probable, deſtroy it : To which I anſwer, by explainiy 
the meaning oft probable Arguments, in this calc; whereby ar n9t under 
ſtood ſuch kind of Probabilities, which cannot raiſe a tirm Aſſet, in whid 
ſenſe we ſay, That which 3s probable to be, is probable not tobe; but by I 
babilities are only meant ſuch kind of rational Evidence, wifich may yiel 
a ſufficient foundation for a firm Aſſert, but yet notwith(tanding, whicha 
obſtinate perſon may deny Aſſent. As for Inſtance, if you were to dilput 
with an Atheiſt concerning the Exiſtence of a Deity, which he denies, a 
ſhould proceed with you juſt as your Heather doth with the Biſhop. Sir,ll 
that Religion you talk of,js built only upon the belick of a God,bur Icannt 
be infallibly convinced by natural reaſon, that there is ſuch a one. You pw 
ſently tell him, that there is ſo much evidence for a Deity, from the work 
of nature, the conſent of all people, &c. that he can have no reaſon ty 
queſtion it. Burt ſtill he replies, Nore of theſe are derronſtraitions, tor nt: 
withſtanding have conſidered theſe, I believe the contrary; bur dem 
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bable Arguments, and therefore ſince it is but probably true, it may be proba 
falſe. How then will you fatisfie ſucha perſon? Can you do it any other 
wiſe, than by ſaying, that we have as great Evidence as the nature of the 
thing will bear, and it is unreaſonable to require more > Unleſs you wil 
tell him, it is tono purpoſe to believea God, unleſs he believe it infallith; 
and there being no infa//ible Arguments in nature, he muſt belicve it m 
the Irfallibility of your Church. And do you not think, this were an exce 
lent way to confute Atheiſts £ But when weſpeak of probable Argument, 
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thing be true or no; but a ſuch as are not proper and rigid demonſtre 
tions, or infallible Teſtimony, but the higheſt Evidence which the ature d 


the thing will bear, and therefore may cauſe an »1doubted Certainty of i 
ſent, Asit isin all zzatters of fact ; for, Will you lay, that it is as probably, 
that there is not ſuch a place as Rowe, as thatthere is, becauſe the only Ar 
gument you have to be convinced of it, is but in it ſelf a probab:1ity, which 
15 the fame and report of people. It is a piece therefore of great weak 
nels of judgement, to fay.T 
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is a meer poſſebility of being deceived. For there 1s no kind of 4ſert 
in the humane underſtanding, as to theexiſtence of any thing, but there 
isa poſſibility of deception in it, Will you fay, becaule it 1s poſlible all mens 
ſenſes may deceive them, therefore there can be no certainty of any object 
of ſenſe? And, as well may you fay it, as deſtroy any certainty of Aſext in 
Religion, where you ſuppoſe a poſhbility of being deceived. But, if I be 
not much deceived (though I ſuppoſe you will account it a grand Pars 
dox) an Aſſent may be as firm and certain upon moral gromnds, as upon 
a demonſtration, that is, when the matter is capable of no more than moral 
grounds, For, the reaſon why we ſuſpend Aſſent, is the unproportionateneſs 
of the evidence to the wzatter to be proved : So, when the matter 1s capable 
of more evidence than is produced, and 7 krow it to be ſo, my underſtanding 
cannot firmly aſſext on ſuch evidence 3 but when the matter 1s capable of 
no more than moral cvidence, and 1 kzrow it, I may as firraly a/ſext to the 
Truth of ſuch a thing, as to the Truth of a clearer thing, upon clearer evi- 
dence, ThusT may as firmly aſſert, that there are ſuch places asthe wo 
and Weſt-Indies, upon the conſtant report of men, as that the zhree angles 
of a triangle, are equal to two right angles : 1 lay nor, the evidence is the ſame, 
but that the Aert may be as firm. You cannot then deſtroy the certainty 
of Aſſent, which is required to Chriſt;ax Religion, by telling men, that the 
Arguments they rely on, are but moral Arguments: And by this, you may 
ſee, there may be a degree far beyond probability in the 4ſent, where the 
Arguments in themſelves conſidered, may be called provable ; or rather, 
that oral certainty may be a moſt firm. rational, and undenbtcd certainty, 
Your following diſcourſe between the Biſhop and Heathen,xun upon the for- 
mer miſtake, as though his intention were to prove: fir{t the B:ble tobe 
God's Infallible Word, before he would prove Chriſtian Religion to be true, 
which I have already ſhewed you, is a miſtake, which appears luthciently 
by his own words, of proving the Chriſtian Religion to ſtand upon ſurer. 
grounds than any other Religion ;, not only than that one which the Heather 
belicved, but ary other in the world : and therefore your Objection is an- 
ſwered, that for all this. a third Religion may be truer than both. Your re- 
maining dilcourſe proves nothing at all, but on the former Suppoſlition;and 
thercfore, ſuppoſing his intention be to prove Chriſtianity to be Trae and 


P.73. 


. Divine, his Argument from the power of it over the Devil, follows plainly 


enough. And when he mentions the evidence of it out of Scripture, he 
doth not ſuppoſe the belief of it as an infallible Word of God, but only as of 
any other h:ſtory, and therefore is far from ſuch a petztzo principiz, as you 
imagine. That which the Biſop ſaith, may reaſonably be ſuppoſed, as a Trin- 
ciplein Divinity (asthere are poſtulata in other Sciences) is not the 1nfall- 
bility of the Doctrine, or Revelation, but the Credibility of both, in order to 
further ConviFion concerning their 1fallibility ;, for, unleſs the Credibi- 
lity of it be fir(t aftumed as a Principle, men will not uſe the means in order 
to conviction of its Zfallibility. Andin this ſenſe he doth not contradict 
himfelf, nor unfay what he had ſaid before 3 and that this was his ſenſe,ap- 
pears by the laſt words of that diſcourſe, That a meer natural man may be 
thus far convinced, that the Text of God is a very credible Text, Thus welee, 
how much, notwithſtanding your proteſtation to the coutrary, To# have, 
wronged the Biſhop, both by falſly impoſing on him, and diſſembling the force of 
bis Argument : And how unjuſt that imputation is, That if his DoFrine had 
been held in the Primitive Church, it would have laid the world under an im- 
Poſſubility of being converted to Chriſtianity ; whereas I have ſhewed. how. 

Aa 2 conſonant 
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conſonant his way is, asI explained it,both to reaſon, and the preceeding 

of the Primitive Chriſtians in the converſion of learned Heathens, 
F. 13. But ſince, you will needs fet the Biſhop to convert a learned Heathey, | 
| will ſee what an excellent faculty you have according to your Princip 
of ſatisfying an Atheiſt, or a Sceptick in Religion, whom, for your ſake, | 
will ſuppoſe more delirous of ſatisfaCtion, than commonly fuch perſons ar, 

Let us {ce then how he accoſts you. 

Scept. Sir, I underſt4hd by a great Book of yours, that you have onlyt, 
ken the right courſe toconvince ſuch perſons as my ſelf, who are a ſit 
doubtful concerning the received Principles of Religion in the world fy 
the wiſeſt I have converſed with, of thoſe who own thoſe things, do offs 
only to prove them by Reaſon and Arguments, which, I underſtand,you . 
cry, 4s a way to make all men ſuch 2s T am : but that you have an excelley 
recipe for men under my diſtewper ; for you promiſe them #1 leſs they j, 
fallible certainty in all things you require them to believe, which is a thi 
[ have been fo long ſeeking for, and have yet ſo unhappily miſt of, tha] F 
cannat but rejoyce in meeting with ſuch « healing Prieſt, who offers ng 
thing ſhort of 1fallibility in all matters of Religion. : 

T. C. Sir, I queſtion not, but before you and I part, I ſhall cure th 
diſtorted joynts of your mind, and inſtead of being a Sceptick, make you; 
ſound Catholick, For indeed it is true, what you ſay, That thoſe wh 
would convince you by reaſon, do but offer to make you more a Scejtiq 
than you are, at leaſt, you can haveno Divine Faith at all upon ſuch prins 
ples; but if you will follow my counſel, I doubt not but to make yoyl | 

fallibly certain in the things we require you to believe. L 

Scept. I ſce then there is hope of a cure for me; but I pray tell mew | 
that is I muſt be I»fa//ibly certain of, and by what means ſhall attain i] 
wcu'd therefore in the firſt place be Infallibly certain of the being of God ad 
the 77:mortality of ſouls, for thele I take tobe the principles of all Religin, 

T.C. You take a wrong method, you ſhould firſt enquire after the 
means of this Infallible certainty, tor when once you have got that, it wi 
make you Tfallibly certain of what ever you deſire 3 but as long asyuu 
uſe {ti]] ſo much reaſox, asto demand Infal/ible certainty in principles betor 
concluſions, there is little hopes of your being a true Koman Catholick, Bu 
T mult tell you, this is not the way : You muſt firſt believe the Church, al 
then you may believe any thing. 

Scept. But would you have me attain Infal/ible certainty, without an 
reaſon that is Infallible £ But becauſe you quarrel with my method, I il 
yield toyours, but let me defire to know firſt, What thoſe things are whit 
T muſt believe upon this Infallibility £ and then,Whether nothing ſhort of thi 
Infallible certainty will ſerve in order to Faith & for if ſo, I muſt confeſs ny 
ſelf not only a Sceptickh but an Infidel. 

T.C. Al! objetts of Faith muſt be believed with Infallible eertainty, and 

nothing ſhort of that can be true Faith, for true Divine Faith muſt rely 
Divine Authority, or ſome Word of God : now becauſe you cannot rely # 
Gods written Word for the Divine Authority of it ſelf, you muſt rely a 
ſome Divine auwritten Word; which can be no other but what is delivered 
by the Tfallible Teſtimony of the preſent Roman Church. 

_ Scept, T was in hopes, you intended ray cure, but now I perceive yo 
am at making me worle ; for I never heard fo many things uttered ma 
breath with ſo great confidence, and fo little ſhew of reaſon ; that ifl 
WCTe Ot a Sceptickalready, I ſhould commence one now. You _— me 

in 
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indeed very magitterially, that I cannot believe without T»fall:blity, be- - 


cauſe Faith muſt rely on a Divine Teſtimony: this Divine Teſtimony is not in 
Scripture (a8 you call it) but in the Tnfallibility of 7 gow preſent Roman 
Church; I tind my doubts fo increaſe by this diicourle of yours, that they 
all croud fo to get out, I know not how to propoſe them in order, but as 
well as I can. You tell me the ground why you require 7»fallible certain- 
ty,1s, becauſe Faith muſt reſt on Divine Authority, and that this Authority 
muſt be that of your Church , which you fay is Infallible : theſe things 
therefore I defire of you, firſt, to ſhew how your Churches Authority comes 
tobe Divine. 2. How her Teſtimony comes to be Infallible. 3. How 1 may 
be Infallibly certain of this Infallibility, 4. Suppoling = Catholick 
Churches Teſtimony to be fo, how ſuch a Sceptick as I am,ſhould know your 
Roman Church to be that Catholick, Church. 

T.C. Your firſt queſtion is, How our Churches Authority comes to be Di- 
vine £ I ſee there 1s little hopes of doing good on you, that ask ſach que- 
ſtions as theſe are 3 you _ quietly to obo your Faith to the Church, 

and heartily believe all theſe things without queſtioning them ; for I muſt 
tell you, ſuch kind of queſtions have almoſt ruined us, and hath made 
ſcrupulous men turn Hereticks, and others Atheiſts : but ſince T hope your 
aſons may go no further then my axſwers, nor be any better under- 
ſtood, I muſt tell you ; That though we ſay, that it 1s #2ce//ary that Divine 
Faith muſt rely on Divine Authority becauſe that ſeems to promiſe Infalls- 
bility ; yet when we come to our Churches Teſtzony. we dare not for fear 
of the Hereticks call it Divine, but fallible and in a manner, and after 4 
fort Divine, hoping they would never take notice of any Contradiction in 
it, but ſtil] welay, ao as concerns preciſe Infallibility, it is ſo truly ſuper- 
natural and certain, that it comes nothing ſhort of the Divinet Teſtimony ;; 
but yet this is not Divine, though it be by the Teſtimony of the Holy Ghoſt, and 
pet is no immediate revelation ;, but ſtill it is ſo much, as if the Church ſhould 
erre,Gods veracity may be called in queſtion aſſoon as the Churches, 

Scept. I took you tor a Prieſt betore, but now I take you tor an abſolute 
conjurer ; but I confeſs, I like this diſcourſe well, for I perceive your Reli- 
gion is built on ſuch grouzds, as you never intend ſhould be underſtood, 
wherein I commend your diſcretion ;, for theſe diſtinFions will doubtleſs 
do your work among filly and ignorant people, which are a great part of 
mankind and much the greateſt of your Church. ] am theretore infinite- 
ly ſatisfied with thus alvcr to my firſt queſtion; anſwer but the reſt ſo, and 
I promiſe you tobe leſs a Sceptick then ever I was. 

T, C. to your ſecond, How her Teſtimony comes to be Infallible ; becauſe 
I perceive you are 4a #nderſtanding perſon, T will acquaint you with our 
way. The Hereticks trouble us with this queſtioz above all others: for 
they preſently cry out, If you know the Scripture to be Infallible by the 
Church, and the Church Infallible by Scripture, we run intoa Circle; and 
this we know as well as they, but do not think fit to let the people know 
it, and therefore we tell them of things being known in themſelves and to us, 
between the formal obje@ and the Tnfallible witnefs, between the principal 
cauſe and a condition prerequiſite, between proving of it to Hereticks and to 
eur ſelves, but ſee ſome of my brethren of late have been much behold- 
ing to ſome things with »izards upon them called Motives of credibility, 
and the generality are fo frighted with them, that they will rather lay 
they are ſatisfied then ask any more queſtions ; but if they do, theſe do 
little in trath belong to our Church, that then we ſtorm, and ſweat, and 
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cry out upon them as Atheifts, and that It is impotiible they ſhould bclieye 
any Religion who queſtion them ; and if that doth it not, then we patter 
over the former diſtinions as we do our prayers, and hope they are both 
in an #1 known tongue. 

Scept. Well, I ſceyou are the man like togive me ſatisfaTion ;, I pra 
to your third queſtion, How Tw:ay be Infallibly certain of this Infallibility? 

T.C. that is a que!tion never asked by Catholicks.and if we find any Pro- 
pounding it whom we hepecd to proſelyte, we give them hard words ang 
leave them; for becauſe we ofler to prove our 1f allib:lity by only motive 
of credibility.,they preſently ask us, Whether our Infallibility be an Artich 
of Faith # if it be, thenthey may believe an Article of Faith without Inf. 
lible certainty, and then what need our Churches Infallibility £ and thenty 
what end do we quarrel with their F aith for bcing built on greater ay. 
tives of credibility? which being ſuch untoward queſtions we ce there i; 
no good to be done on them and ſo leave them : but in our Books weare 
ſure to cry out of the fallibility and uncertainty of the F aith of Proteſtants, 
becauſe they acknowledge their Churches not Tnfallible, and cry upour 
Church becauſe the ——_ tO it ; if they ask, How we prove it, we leck 
to confound the ſtate of the queſtiorr, and run out into the xeceſſuty of an um. 
written Word, or bring ſuch xzotives as hold only tor the Primitive and 
Apoſtiolical Church, and make them ſerve ours too. ' It all this will not do, 
we have other /jfts {til}, but it is not yet fit to diſcover them, 

Sept. Toyour fourth @xcſtionCand then I will tell you my judgement) 
How your Church comes to be called or accounted the Catholick Church 

T.C. For this, though 1t ſeems ſtrange to the Heretzcks, how a part 
{ſhould be called or accountd the whole, yet to all true Catholicks, who 
»ink hard that they may ſee the better, we make no great dithculty of it : tor 
we tcl} them the Fope-is Chriſts Vicar, and it is the head which givesthe 
denomination, and. {0 Cathelick is nothing el{c but a 2am to denote perlons 
who are 1n our C-xrch ; and if they queſtion this, they thereby are out 
the Church, and fo under dammation ; But for the ſturdy Hereticks who 
deride our ihunderbolts, we are put to a greater trouble, and are fain to 
gather all the citations of the Fathers againſt the poor Donatiſts and ap 
ply them to theHereticks,;and what ever they fay belongs to the Catholic 
Church we confidently arrogate it to or ſelves, as though our Church now 
were the ſame with the Catholick Church then : and chictly we have the 
advantage cf the Proteſtants by this,that whatever corruptions they charge 
us with, they had the good hap to be almoſt generally received at the 
time Luther appeared, and upon this we thunder them with the fucce|ſun 
and viſubility of our Church ; as the Samaritans were much to blame they 
aid nor ſcrve the 1ſ/aelites fo, after their return from captivity ; for they 
had a cortinual ſucceſſion in the ſame place, and a greater viſeb:lty than the 
Irael:tes under their bondage z but yet we had the advantage of them 
by a larger ſpread, a longer preſcription, and a fairer ſhew. 

Feept, Sir, I am hugely taken with theſe diſcourſes of yours, and eafily 
perceive (whatever they that believe Chriſtiar Religionto be true think) 
that you are men of wit ard parts ; and underſtand your 7ztereſt, | mean 
your Religion. Tunderſtand now throughly, to what 7ztent it 1s you lay, 
that Thoſe who build their Faith on rational grounds, go about to deſtroy Rt- 
ligion. I cenfeſs, you have taken the only way to reclaim me trom any 
thing of Scepticiſzz. I ſuppoſe you underſtand my meaning, as I do 
yours. 
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In this diſcourſe I pretend not, as you did, to deliver his Lordſhrps 

- words, and ſo wrong him by fal{ly impoſing them on him in another ſenſe 
then he intended them, but collect from your former managery of this 
Controverſie, what your real /exſe and z#eaning is, and how excellent a 
way this is, inſtead of 'reclaiming Atheiſts ro make them fo. IfT have 
miſtaken your meaning, I pray ſpeak more clearly.and then we ſhall think 
you mean honeſtly ; but as long as you walk fo much inthe dark, you will 
give us leave to ſuſpect your defign is cither upon our pwrſes or our Keli- 
gion. I now return to your Church-tradition. 

You begin your ſixth Section with a fair Sppoſetzoz and carry it on ac- 
cordingly, which is of a Child brought up in your Church, who is command- 
ed to belzeve the Scriptures, and all other Articles of Faith on the Authority 
of your Church, whom you ſuppoſe to dye without once looking into the $cri- 
ptures : Your queſtion is, Whether he had ſaving Faith or no; if ſo, then the 
Churches Authority is a ſufficient ground for Infallible Faith ;, if uot, then he 
had none at all, and conſequently could not be faved, T anſwer, We pry not 
into Divine ſecrets, on which account we dare not pronounce of the final 
condition of ſuch who through ignorancecannor be acquainted with Gods 
written Word; we therefore ſay, that an hearty aſſent to the Dofrine of the 
Goſpel is the Faith which God requires, and if this Faith lead men to obe- 
dience to Gods will, we aflert the ſufficiency of it tor ſalvation, and not 
otherwiſe; for Faith isnot therefore ſaving, becauſe built on an Infal/zble 
groxnd, as you fondly ſeem to imagine ; but whenit attains its end, when 
it brings men to a hearty obedience to the precepts of the Goſpel, And if 
lome among you, may believe that which is init felf trne, but upon weak 
and inſufficient grounds, as the advantages of education (which are much 
rather the foundation of the Faith of ſucha oneas you ſpeak of, then any 
Infallibility ſuppoſed by him in the Church) yet ſuch and fo great is the 
goodneſs of God, that if a Faith ſtanding on fuch grounds do attain its 
end, that is, make ſuch a one Univerlally holy, we deny not, but God may 
accept of it for Salvation. But ſtill we fay, fucha Faith is fo far from be- 
ing irfallible, that it is not built on any ſuthcient or ſatisfactory ground, 
tor the motive of it is that, which may be falſe as well as trze ; tor he that 
a/ſents toany thing on the Authority of any Church, before he doth judge 
whether her Authority be to be relyed on ablolutcly or no, may believe a 

falſhood atloon as truth upon that Authority; and the more he makes this 
his foundation, the more he is in danger of being deceived, As ſuppoſe 
a Child brought up in Tzrky and inſtructed in that Rclzgron; he is told that 
he muſt without examination believe Mabomets Aloran to be Divine ; 
and be muſt neither doubt of this, nor of any other Article of Faith, univerſal- 
ly received among Mahumetans : may not tuch a one as 1nvincibly believe 
the Authority of the Txrkiſh Church (if we may call it ſo) as your Child 
doth the Authority of your Charch 2 Where then lies the dittercnce ? 
you ſee plainly, it cannot be in the Motive to Faith, for the Authority is 
luppoſed equally Ifallible in both 3 bur it lies in the evidence of truth in 
one Religion above the other, and this requires ſomething more then the 
Authority of the Church, viz. judgement and diligent cxamination. And 
then Faith is built on a ſure ground. Remember then, that we enquire 
not what abatements God makes for the prejudices of education in beliey- 
Ing or not believing any Religion; nor how God intends to deal with 
them, who through age or other invincible prejudices are uncapable of 


judging the evidence of truth inany Religion 3 but what are the certain 
grounds 
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grounds of Faith, which ſober and underſtanding men may and Ought to 
build their belicf of true Rel y_on upon. Burt you proceed, and Suppoſe 
your young Chriſtian to live, and apply himſelf to ſtudy, and becomes a learn 
man, and then upon the Churches recommendation betakes himſelf to the regg. 
ing the Scriptures, wpon which by the light he diſcovers in it he finds th, 
Faith he had before, was but a humane perſwaſion and not a Divine Faith, yy 
conſequently that he had no ſaving Faith of any Article of Chriſtian belief, au 
fo was out of the ſtate of Salvation ; from whence (you lay ) will ſpring grizg 
and torture of ſpirit among Chriſtians. And why ſo 2 What, becauk 
they diſcern greater reaſon to believe then ever they did, wmt they find 
gripes and torture of ſpirit £ I had thought, the more /72ht men had found, 
z.e. the more - for believing, the more peace and contentment they 
had in their minds. And fo I verily believe it is: but probably yay 
meaning is, Ths Do@rine will cauſe gripes and torture of ſpirit in thoſe why 
have no other foundation of Faith, but your Churches authority, and new; 
enquire after more : If it does ſo, much good may they do them ; and] 
verily believe,Such doubts may tend more to their ſatisfaCtion at laſt, than 
their preſent ſecurity ; and a Doctrine which tends to convince the worl 
of the folly and unreaſonableneſs of ſuch a kind of zmplicite Faith, theun: 
ſuitableneſs of it to the nature of Religion in general, but more eſpecially 
the Chriſtian (whole great commendation 1s, that it puts men upon ( 
much ſearching and enquiry into the truth of it) would tend more to the 
good of the Chriſtian world, than any of thole ſoft and eaſte principles which 
you ſeek to keep men in obedience by, and that I am afraid more to Your 
Church than to Chriſt, Why then ſuch a Doctrine ſhould cauſe weedlj 
gripes and tortures of ſpirit, I cannot imagine : it muſt certainly be a gret 
confirmation to the #zz7d of any good manto lee (till further reaſoz tor hi 
Faith, by which it grows more radicated and confirmed. Or would you 
have a man diſquiet himſelf, becauſe he is not ſtill a Child 2 much ſuch; 
kind of thing this is, that a mans mind muſt be tortured, becauſe his Faith 
grows ſtronger; for we aſſert that there are degrees in Faith 3 which you 
who make all Faith 7-fallible cannot do, unleſs you ſuppoſe an Ifalibl 
thing may grow more Tfal/ible. And it all true Faith be 7zfallible, hoy 
can men Pray for the increaſe of Faith, unleſs they pray tor the increaſed 
their Ifallibility ; which is a prayer, I ſuppoſe, not many in your Churd 
are allowed to make, for then what becomes of your Popes prerogatire, 
when not only every one among, you is ſuppoſed to be 1nfallible, but 
hopes as well as prayes to be more Ifallible, which is more then your I 
or your Church dares pretend to. 

But whether Doctrine tends more to z#ward gripes and tortures of ſpirit, 
yours or ours, let any reaſonable man judge 3 for we allert that true Faiti 
1s capable of degrees of augmentation, but you alert that there is no Divine 
Faith but what is Irfallible 5 when therefore men by reflection upon 
themſelves are fo far from finding fuch an yfallibility in their aſ*-t, that 
they combat with many doubts and fears, as we ſec the Apoſtles did even 
after the reſurreFion of Chriſt 5 you muſt pronounce that the Apoſtles 
when they qu-{rioned Chriſts reſurreFion from the dead had no Divine 
Faith at all: for 1t is plain they were far from an 1nfallible aſſent to it, when 
Chriſt upbraided them with their unbelief and hardneſs of heart, becauſe thy 
believed not them which had ſeen hint after he was riſen, Were they In- 
fallible in their aſſezzt then or no? I hope you will not contradict it 


much asto ſay ſo; or had they no Divize Faith then at all ? what not 
St, Peter 
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6. Peter, for whom Chriſt prayed that his Faith ſhould wot fail, and trom 
the indeſedilility ef whole Faith you derive that of the Yope (but here 
vou may tec what a certain Foundation you have for it, when 1t 1s lo 
apparent here, that S. Peter s Faith did fail, and that as to ſo important an 
Article of Faith,as Chriſt's own Reſarred ion; for ccrtainly,S.Peter was one of 
the cleven.) Nay,Doth not Chriſt npbraid them tor their unbelief. in not be- 
lieving them that had ſeen hi after he was riſen £ We ce then, Chriſt chides 
them tor nut reſolving their Faith into a humane and moral Teſtimony : If 
vou had been there, no doubt you mult have told him, He was zriſtaken in 
the nature of Faith,which could reſt on notking but an infallible Teſt imony;and 
unleſs he ſhewed you*by ſufficient Motives , that thoſe perſons who ſaw hin 
riſen , were infullible , for all his haſte you were not bound to believe him, 
But, whether Chrilt or you be the more infallible, judge you. We ſee 
our Bleſſed $aviour requires no more A/ent, than the zature of the thing 
will bear 5 nay, he upbraids thoſe who will not believe upon Moral and 
Humane Teſtimony; but you lay juſt the contrary, as though you were re- 
ſolved to contraditt him : But that is ſufficient Argument to all Chriſtians, 
cf the falſity and folly of your Doctrine, which tends to no other end, but 
- tomake all contidering men Scepticks, or Atheiſts, For, when. you lay it 
down as a certain Maxim, thatno Faith can be Divine, but what is infal- 
lible 5 and they find no ſuch 7nfa/libility in the grounds or the nature of 
mens A{ext, What then follows, but thoſe worſt ſort of gripes and tortzres, 
ſuch as argue an inward Conorlſion of mind, and bring, mcn to a greater 
Queſtion, Whether there be any ſuch thing, as that you call true Divine 
Faith,jn the world. You go on with your Catccbumen's dijconrſg,who mult 
ſuppole, Fitker that the Church taught, that he was to believe Scripture infal- 
Ie, upon her own infallible Teſtimony, or not 5 If ſo, then he refledts, that 
this Church hath plainly deceived him, and all ethers, wl.o believed upon that 
Suppoſition, and ſo expojed them all to the hazard of eternal dammation;, and 
therefore was no True Church, but a deceiver. Froxm whence (lay you) he 
gathers, that ber recommendation of Scripture, 3s 4s aut h as nothing, and /o 
at laſt, is left to the ſole Letter of Scripture, and ſo muſt gather ſrom thence its 
Authority, or there can be no means left hint on the Biſhop's own Principles. to 
believe infallibly that Scripture is Divine, and the True ord of God, This 
diſccurle of yours conli(ts of three Abſurditics, which will tollow upon 
one of your Churches queſtioning her Intallibity. x. That then your Church 
will be guilt , Tmpoſture, 2, Then the Ciurches Teſtintony ſignifies nothing, 
3.That then the ſole Letter of Scripture muſt aſſure men of its Divine Authority, 
For the firſt, I muſt confeſs him whom before you ſuproſed a Child, to be 
now grown to ycars of underitanding, lince he doth 15 wiſely reflect on 
himſelf, as to. your Churches groſs Impoſture, in her pretence of Infal/ibility; 
and, no doubt, it is one of the greateſt which hath been known in the 
Criſtian world, which you cannot your {c}f deny, ſuppoſing that it be not 
true that ſhe is 7xfa//ible.. For, Canthere be any higher cheat inthe world, 
than under a pretence of 1»fal/ibility, to impole things upon mens Faith, 
whichare contrary to the Serſe and Reaſorr of mankind,to keep them from 
that inward ſatisfaction, which their ſouls might find from a ſerious conli- 
cderation of the excel/ent nature of Chriſtian Religion, and a diligent pra- 
Tice of it, to contradict thereby the very ſcope of Chriſtianity, which 
courts our efteem, by offering ic lelf to the faireſt tryal 5 when,I ſay,under 
this pretence Chriſtian Religion is apparently diſhonoured, the welfare of 
mens ſouls hindercd, and the greatclt corruptions obtruded, — po 
bility 
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ſibility of amendment of them, excuſe your Church from Impoſture if YOu 
Can; fe my part, I cannot, nor any one elſe who throughly conlider, 
For the ſecond; it will follow indeed, that the Teſtimony of your Church 
as much as nothing, as to any infallible F oundation of Faith : but Yet it mz 
be of great aſe for conveying Univerſal Tradition to us, and fo by that 4, 
livering the Scripture into our hands, as the infallible Rule of Faith, T, 
the third; it by no meansfollows, that there is nothing but the ſole Letter, 
Scripture left to convince us of the D1vire Authority of Scriptare;, | hg 
the working Miracles, fulfiling Prophecies, the ature and reaſonablens 
of the Doftrine of Scriptures,are all lctt beſides the _ letter of Scripture 
anc iſe, we ſay, are ſufficient to make us believe, that the Scripture coy. 
tains thc infallible Word of God. 

Now your profonnd Chriſtian begins to reflect on the Biſhops way, whid 
# (lay you) That the Teſt:mony of the Church is humane and fallible, mi 
that the belief of the Scripture reſts upon the Scripture it ſelf. But, it will y 
more to our purpoſe, to hear the Biſhop deliver his own mind, than to hex 

ou ſo lamely deliver it z which, in ſhort, he ſumms up thus. A man; 
probably led by the Authority of the preſent Church, as by the firſt informin 
inducing, perſwading means, to believe the Scripture to be the Word of Gu 
But, when he hath ſtudied, conſidered, and compared this Word with its ſi 
and with other writings, with the help of ordinary grace, and a mind mori 
induced, and reaſonably perſwaded by the voice of the Church, the Scriptu, 
then gives greater, and higher Reaſons of Credibility to it ſelf, than Tradin 
alone could give. And then, he that believes, reſolves his laſt and fall Aſn 
that Scriptnre is of Divine Authority, into internal Arguments found in th 
Letter it ſelf, though found by the help of Tradition without, and Grace toth 
#n, This is the ſubſtance of his Lordjhip's Opinion, againſt which we [kl 
now conſider what your Diſcourler hath to object. 

1. Thefirſt, is from the caſe of ignorant and illiterate perſons 5 ſuch,w 
cither through want of learning could not read the Scripture, and examine,n 
elſe made little uſe of it, becauſe they ſuppoſed they might have infallible Fit 
without it What then becomes of millions of ſuch ſouls, both in former ad 
preſent times £ Tothat I anſwer ; Although the 1gmorance and carelelnd 
of men in a matter of ſo great conſequence , be ſo great in all ages, as isn 
to be juſtified, becauſe all men ought to endeavour after the higheſt wais 
of ſatisfaFion, ina matter ſo nearly concerning them (and it 1s none 
the leaſt things to be blamed in your Church,that ſhe doth ſo much cour 
tenance this 1gnorance, and neglect of the Scripture) yet for ſuch perſon, 
who either morally, or invincibly, are hindered from this capacity ofer 
amining Scriptare, there may be ſufficient means for their Faith to be buil 
upon. For, although ſuch illiterate perſons cannot themſelves ſee, ant 
read the Scripture, yet, as many as do bclieve,do receive the Dodrine oft, 
by thatſerſe by which Fazth is conveyed,that is,Hearizg;and by that mean 
they have ſo great certainty, as excludes all doubting, that fuch DoFrine, 
and ſuch matters of faF, are contained in theſe Books, by which they come 
to the underſtanding of the nature of this DoFrime, and are capable d 
judging concerning the Divinity of it. For the Light ſpoken of in Scm- 


' Pture, isnot a Light to the eye, but to the ind ; now the 2:3nd is capable 


of this Light, as well by the ear, as by the eyes, Thecaſe then of ſuch bv 
weſt illiterate perſons, as are not capable of reading Scripture, but diligent 
ly and devoutly hear it read to them, is much of the ſame nature with 
thole who heard the Apoſtles preach this Do@rine betore it was writ. For, 
whateva 
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whatever was an Argument to ſuch to believe the Apoſeles in what they 
ſake, becomes an Argument to ſuch who hearthe ſame things, which are 
certainly conveyed to us. by an anqueitionable Tradition : So that nothing 
hinders, but ſuch illiterate perſons may reſolve their Faith into the ſame 
DoFrine and Motives which others do, only thoſe are conveyed to then 
by the ear, which are conveyed to others by the eyes, Bur, if you ſuppoſe 
perſons {o rude and 1lliterate, as not to underſtand any thing, but that 
they are to believe as the Church believes; do you, it you can, reſolve 
their Faith for them; for my part, 7canot, and am o far from it, that I 
have no reaſon to believe they can have any. 
| 2. The ſecond thing objefted by your dilcourler, is, That if the Churches 
judgement be fallible, then wmch more ones. own judgement is fallible, And 
therefore, if, notwithſtanding all the care and pains taken by the Doftors of 
WE the Church, their perſwaſion was only humane and fallible; What reaſon hath 
any particular perſon to ſay, That he is divinely and infallibly certain by his 
reading the Scripture, that it is Divine Truth, But, 1. Is there no diffe- 
rence between the Churches Perſwaſion, and the Churches Tradition £ Doth 
the Biſhop deny, but the perſwaſion of the Doctors of the Church , is as in- 
fallible, as that of any particular perſon © But this he denies; that they 
can derive that 1nfallibility of the grounds of their Perſwaſton into their 
Tradition, 1o as thoſe who are to receive 1t on their Teſtimony, may be 
competent Judges of it. May we not then ſuppoſe their Tradition to be 
huzane and fallible, whoſe perſwaſion of what they deliver, is eſtabliſhed 
on infallible grounds & As a Mathematician is demonſtratively convinced 
himſelf ofthe Truth of any particular Problezz ;, but, it he bids another be- 
lieve it on his Teſti-20ny, the other thereby hath no demonſtrative evidence 
ofthe Truth of it, but only fo great oral evidence, as the Teſtimony of that 
perſon carrics along with it. The caſe is the ſame here : Suppoſe thoſe per- 
tons in the Charch in every Age of it, have to themlelves infallible evidence 
of the Divinity of the Scripture, yet when they are to deliver this to be 
believed by others, unleſs their Tesf;mony hath infallible evidence in it, men 
cannever have more than hxmare or moral certainty of it. 2. It doth not 
at all follow, that if the Teitimrony of the Church be fallible, no particular 
perſon can be nfallibly aſſured of the Divinity of the Scripture, unleſs this 
aſlurance did wholly depend upon that Tei/zmony ; indeed, if it did fo, the 
Argumcnt would hold, but otherwiſe it doth not at all. Now, you know, 
the Byhop denies that the Faith of any particular per/ox doth reſt upon the 
judgement of the C:xrch; only he faith, This may be a Motiveand Induce- 
ment to men, to conſider further; but that which they rely upon, 1s, that 
rational evidence which appears inthe Scripture it ſelt, 

3. He goes on, and argues againſt this uſe of Tradition, thus, If the 
Light of the Scripture be inſufficient toſhew it ſelf, nnleſs it be introduced by 
the recorrmendation of the Church ; How came Luther, Calvin, Zuinglius, 
Huſle, &c. to diſcover this Light in it,ſeeing they rejeFed the Authority of all 
.viſeble Churches in the world,S&c? 

Sure your Diſcourler was not very profound in this, that could not di- 
ſtinguiſh between the Authority of Univerſal Tradition , and the Authority 
of the preſent viſible Church, or between the Teſtimony of the Church, and 
the Authority of it. Shew us where Luther, Calvin, &c. did ever rejedt the 
Anthority of an #ncontrouled Univerſal Tradition, fuch as that here men- 
tioned concerning the Scriptures being the Word of God : Shew us where 
they deny that Uſe of the Teſtimony of thoſe Churches, whole Authority 
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in impoſing matters of Faith they denied, which his Lordſhip aflerts, zjz, 
tobe a means to introduce men to the knowledge and bclict of the $:7;. 
tures; and, unleſs you ſhew this, you do nothing. ; 

4. He argues againſt that Light in Scripture, becauſe it is not ſujjicien y 
diſtineniſh Canonical Books fromſuch as are not ſo, For (faies he) Had yy 
the Ancient Primitive Fathers in the firſt three hundred years, as much reaſy 
and ability to find this Light in Scripture, ss any particular perſon * Tet Man 
Books which do appear to ws to be God's Word, by their Light, did not apyey 
to be ſo to them by it, till they were declared ſuch by the Catholick Church, 
anſwer, 1. Where doth his Lordſbip ever ſay, or pretend, that any pex. 
ſon, by the Light contained in the Books, can diſtinguiſh Books that arec, 
onical, from ſuch asare not? All that can be diſcovered, as to particy. 
lar Books in queſtion, is, the examination of the Defrine Contained 
them by * wap of that, whichis in the unqueſtionable Books :; for, we 
know, that God can never {peak contradi@ions: but ſtill this will only feng 
toexclude ſuch Books as contain things contrary, but not to admit al 
which have no DeG&rize contrary to Scripture, 2. The reaſon why the 
Primitive Fathers queſtioned any Books that we do not, was not becauf 
they could not —_ that Light in them, which we do ; for neiths 
can we diſcover ſo much Light in any particular Book, as meer]y fic 
thence to ſay,It is Canonical; but there was not ſufficient evidence then 1 
pearing tothem, that thoſe Copzes did proceed from Apoftolical perſon; 
and this was therefore only an Argument'of that commendable care an 
caution which was in them, leſt any Book ſhould pals tor Caronzcal, which 
was not really ſo. 3. When the Catholick Church declared any controver 
ted Book to be Canonical; Did notthe Church then ſee as much Light i 
it as we do ? but that Light which both the Church and we diſcover, isnt 
a diſcriminating 1zternal Light, but an External Evidence from the fuk; 
ciency, and validity of Teſtizzony. And ſuch we have for the Canonicd 

Books of the Old Teſfiament ; and therefore you have no cauſe to quand 
with us, for receiving them from the Jewiſh Synagogue ;, For whe, I pray, ar 
ſo competent witneſles of what is delivered, as they who received it? anl 
the Apoſtle tells us, That to the Jews were committed the Oracles of God, 
5. Hence your diſcourſing Chriſtiaz argues, That if one take up the Seri 
pinre on the account of Tradition, then. if oneſhould deny 8, Matthew's 66 
. ſpel tobe the written Word of God , he could not be accounted an Heretick,k: 
canſe it was not ſufficiently propounded to him to be God's Word, Whethe 
ſuch a perſon may be accounted a Heretickin your ſenſe, or no, I am fur 
he isinS. Paul's, becauſe 4wnwwe/'or ſelf-condemned, and that for the we 
ry contrary reaſon to what you give, becanſe this zs ſufficiently propounded t 
him. 1 pray, tel] me, What way you would have fuch a thing ſufficient 
propounded as a matter tobe believed, that this is not propoundedin! 
Weuld you have an unqueſiicnable evidence, that this was writ by or 
of Chriſt's Apoſtles, called $. Matthew ? fo you have. Would you haveal 
the Churches of Chriſt agreed in this Teſti-vony in all Ages from the Apoſtle 
times? fo you have. Would you have it delivered to you by the Tet 
mony of the preſert Church fo you have. What then is, or can be want 
Ing, in order to a Propoſition of it tobe believed > Why, forſooth, ſome 
infallible, auihoritative ſentence of the preſent Church, which ſhall make this as 
Objed of Faith, See what aditterent mould forre mens minds are of fron 
otuers! For my part, ſhould I ſee, or hear any Church in the world, ut 
dertaking luch an office as that, I ſhould be lo far from thinking it more 
{ufficient!y 
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ſufticiently propounded by it, that I ſhould not ſcruple tocharge it with 
the greateſt preſumption and arrogance that may be. For, on what ac- 
count can it poſſibly be a thing credible to me, that S. Matthew's Goſpel 
contains God's written Word any further, than1t 1s evident that the per/or: 
who wrote it, was one choſen by Chriſt, to deliver the ſumme of his pro- 
ceedings, as an Apoſtle, ro the world ? And therefore I have no reaſon to 
think, he would deceive men in what he ſpake or writ : The only Que- 
ſtion then is, How I ſhould know this is no counterfeit name, but that S. 
Matthew writ it 2 Let us conſider, what poſlible means there are to be aſ- 
fared ofit. I cannot imagine any but theſe two 3 Either that God (ſhould 
immediatcly reveal it either to my ſelf, or to ſome Church to propound it 
tome; or elſe, that I am to believe thole perſors who fir{t received thoſe 
Copies from his hands, by whoſe means they were dilperſed abroad inthe 
world, from whence they are conveyed by an anqueitionable Tradition 
down to us. Of theſe two, chule whether you pleaſe : if the f/?, then 


p_—_ immediate Revelations are necellary to particular perſons, to , 


ave ſuch an 0bje@ of Faith ſufficiently propounded to them, and then the 
Church cannot authoritatively pronounce any Books of Scripture to be Ca- 
aonical, without immediate Revelation to her, that this Book was written 
by ſuch a perſon, who was dvizely aſſiſted in the writing of it. And this 
you have denied before to belong tothe CEurch, It you take up with the 
ſecond, the unqueſtionable Teſtimony of all Ages, ſince the Apoſtles; then judge 
you whether $. 4atthew's Goſpel be not ſufficiently propounded to be be- 
lieved z and conſequently, Whether any one who ſhould queſtion or deny 
it, be not guilty of the greateft pecyithnels and obſtinacy imaginable.From 
hence we may ſee, with what tupertiuity of diſcretion the next words came 
from youz Nay, hence it follows, that even our bleſſed Saviour, who is Wiſdont 
it ſelf, would have been eſteemed by all the world, not a wiſe Law-giver, but a 
meer [gnoramus and Impoſtor. For ſhame, man, forbear luch inſolent ex- 
preſſions for the future, and repent of thele. For, Mult Chriſt's Wiſdom 
becalled in queſtion, and he liable to be accounted an Jgrorams and Int 
poſtor ;, if he doth not make your Church infallible? 1 have told you often 
before, how much your Dodrine of Infallzbility tends to Atheiſm, and now 
youſpeak out. For the meaning of your words plainly, is, 1f God 
hath not entruſted your Church with a full and atjolute power to declare what is 
his will, and what not, Chriſt was an [gnoramus and Impoſior, For that is 
the ſubſtance of your next words. For, had he not ſrarred, think you, a 
ſtrange and Chimerical Common-wealth, were it alone deſtitute of a full and 


_ power, to give an authentical and unqueſtionable declaration, which is 


the true and genuine Law. Now, 1t isevident from all your diſcourſe 
foregoing, you only plead for this full and abſolute power in your Church; 
and judge you then what the conſequence 1s (to all thoſe who cannot ſee 
any ſhadow of reaſon for this your pretended Infallibility) neither more 
nor lefs,than that Chriſt is liable to be atconnted by all the world an Ignoramus 
and Impoſtor : Nay, that they are fools, who account him not fo,it they do 
not believe this preſent Infallibility of your Churchzfor it is apparent({ay you) 
that he hath ordered his Common-wealth worſe than ever any one did. An 

now let any that conſider what pitiful filly proots you have produced for 
this preſent Infallibility, (nay, Ack, that I am confident, that you cannot 
think your ſelf you have inthe leaſt mcalure proved it) then judge, what 
thoughts of Chriſt you are forced to entertain your ſelf upon your own 


Argumenit,vis, as of an Ignorammns and Impoſtor,.Hath not your — 
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lead yon now a fine dance ? Is not this the way to make Faith certain, and 
to reclaim Atheiſts £ T had thought it had been enough for your Cay. 
71i5ts, to have charged Chriit with indiſcretion, if 1;c l;ad not Icft a L icarch 
earth 3 but now, it ſeems, the profound Philoſophers, learned Divines, uy 
expert Hiſtorians (tor ſuch a one, you told us, your diſcourling Chriſt; 
was ſuppoſed by you to be in whoſe name theſe words are ſpoken)do ch; 
Chriſt with folly and impoſture, if he hath not made your CEurch nfallij, 
For,ſhift it off,;as you can.you cannot deny but that muſt be the aim of thy, 
words: for you are proving the neceſſity of an izfallible Declar ation by th 
preſent Church, in order to a ſufficient Propoſition of the Scripture to be h. 
lieved; and it is notorious you never pretend that any Church hath an 
ſhare in this 1»fa//;bility, but your own; And theretore the conſconeny 
unavoidably follows, that ſince there can be no ſufficient Propoſition, thy 
the Scripture is to be believed without this ixfallzble Teſtimony ;, lince o 
Church pretends to this I»fall;b:lity, but yours; ſince, without ſuch provi 
on for the Church, Chriſt would have been eſteemed by all the world not anij 
Law-giver, but a meer Ignoramus and Tmpoſtor ; What then follows, hy 
that if your Church be not zfallible, He muſt be accounted ſo ? And if yu 
dread not theſe conſequences; I hope all Chriſtzans do, and have nee 
the better thoughts of your Ifallibjlity for them. 

6. Let us ſee, how he comes cloſer to the matter it ſelf ; and examing 
how thzs Light ſhould be Infallible, and Divine, ſuppoſing the Churches Tehj 
mony to be humane and fallible, The ſubſtance of which, is this, If th 
Church 114y erre, we may ſuppoſe ſhe hath erred in teſtifying ſome Books to | 


recommended with thoſe that were : And that it would be impoſſible for m 
particular perſon, by reading theps, to diſtinguiſh the one from the other, I 
which I anſwer 1. It is all one with you to ſuppole a Church fallible, ml 
ſuppoſe that ſhe hath erred. To put a caſe of a like nature. The Teſi 
mony of all mankind is fa/lible ; May you therefore ſuppoſe that all ma- 
kind hath erred in ſomething they are agreed in > The Teſtimony of il 
thoſe perſons who have ſeen Roxee, is fallible ; May I therefore queſtia 
whether they were not all deceived ? But of this, afterwards. 2. Wha 
you ſpeak of the Church crring, Do you mean the Church in every Age ſine 
Chriſt's Coming, concerning all the Books of Scripture & or, the preſent Churd, 
concerning only ſome Books of Scripture It you ſuppole, the Church of al 
Ages ſhould be deceived, you muſt ſuppoſe ſome; who were fallibl, 
ſhould be deceived ; thoſe were the Apoſtles in writing and delivering thei 
Books to the Churches of their time, or elſe you muſt ſuppoſe all the Apoſt 
lical Churches deceived in taking thoſe Books to have come from the 
Apoſtles, which did not; And is not this a congruous Suppolition 2 Wel 
then, if it be unreaſonable to ſuppoſe the ApoFfolical Churches deceived, 
and impoſible to imagine the Apoſtles deceived, infaying, They writ whit 
they did not : Where then mult tuch an univerſalerrour as this, come in! 
Or, Is it not equally unreaſonable to Kppoſe all the Chriſtian Churches i 
the world ſhould be deceived, without any queſtioning of ſuch a decelt 
ſuppoſing but the goodneſs and common providence of God in preſerving 
ſuch records, and the moral induſtry uſed by Chrift;ans, in a matter d 
ſuch importance? It is therefore a very abturd and unreaſonable thing 
toimagine, That all the Churches of chriſt. in all Ages, ſhould erre in rect 


ving all the Books of Scripture, Let us then ſee. as to the preſent Churches et 
ring, as to particular Books £2 


1, Either the Records of former Ages nt 
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left to judge by,or no? It they be, as certainly they are, we thercby ſee 
4 way to corrett the errour of the preſent Church, by appealing to thele 
records of the Church in tormer times ? if they be not left, how could any 
of theſe Books be derived from Apoſtolical Tradition, when we have no 
means tO trace ſuch a Tradition by 2 2. Suppoſing only ſome Books que- 
ſtioned, or that the preſent Church erres only in ſome particular Books ; 
then it appears that there remains a far greater number of ſuch Books, 
whoſe Authority we have no realon at all to queſtion, and by comparing 
the other with theſc we may eafily prevent any very dangerous errour ; 


for if they contain any De@rize contrary to the former, we have no rea- . 


ſonto believe them if they do not, there can be no very dangerous errour 
in admitting them. Thus you ſee how eaſily this erroxr 1s prevented 
ſuppoſing the Churches teſtimony not only tallible, but that it alſo ſhould 
actually erre in dclivering ſome Books for Canonical, which are not ſo : 
but ſuppoſing a Church pretends to be Trfal/ible and is believed to be fo,and 
yet doth aCtually err? in delivering the Canon of Scripture, what remedy is 
there then? for while we look on the Churches teſtimony as fal/ible, there 
is ſcope and liberty left for enquiry and further ſatisfa&#;on, but if it be 
looked on as Defallible all that believe it to be ſo are l1cft under an impoſ- 
ſibility of eſcaping that errovr which ſhe is guilty of. And the more : = 
gerous ſuch anerrour is, the worſe the condition js of all ſuch who bclieve 
the Churches Teſtimony Infallible. Now this is that we juſtly charge your 
Church with, that while ſhe pretends to Infallibility, ſhe hath actually 
erred in delivering ſuch Books for Canonical which arc not ſo, .as hath been 
abundantly manifeſted by the worthies of our Church. The remainder 
of this diſcourſe of yours concerning knowing Canonical Books by the light 
in ther, is vacated by our preſent anſwer z and fo is the other concerning 
Apoſtolical traditions by our former,upon that ſubject. As to that Scruple, 
How the light ſhould be Infallible and Divine, when the Churches Teſtimony is 
humane and fallible, it ſignifies nothing unleſs the light be only ſuppoſed to 
rile from the Teſtimony, which his Lordſhip denies, | | 
7. The judgement of the Fathers ts inquired into concerning the preſent 
ſubject ; out of whom only Irene and St, Angnſtin are produced, as 
afhrming in many places, That the Tradition of the Church 3s ſufficient to 
found Chriſtian Faith even without Scripture, and that for ſome hundreds of 
gears after the Canon of Scripture was written, But muſt we ſtand only to 
the judgement of theſe two concerning the ſenſe of the Primitive Church 
in this preſent Controverſie > We may ealily know the judgement of the 
Fathers, if two ſuch lame Citations as theſe are, are ſufficient to diſcoyer 
it. But your unhappinefs is great in whatever you undertake; If you 
meddle with reaſoz, you ſoon tind how little it becozres you : if you fly to 
the Fathers,they prove the greateſt witneſſes againſt you as will appear in 
this debate, if we firſt examine the citations you produce, and then ſhew 
how fully and clearly theſe very perſorz5 whom you have picked out of all 


S. 16. 


the Chorys do deliver themſelves againſt you. The firſt citation is that trea, z.c.q; 


known one, out of Trenes, concerning thoſe bar- Quid autem, ſi neque Apoſtoli quidem ſcri« 

pturas reliquiſſent nobis, nonae opertebat o7- 
; TT : 4 dinem ſcqui traditions, quam tradiderunt 
adhering to the Tradition of' the Apoſtles, having ſal- i pa? a mneroomnen hone ordina- 


vation writ 1” #h. It is Toni aſſentiunt multe gentes ba/harorim, qui 
ten without Paper and Ink, But what it is wm 


barow nations who believed without the Scriptures, 


you would hence inferr,] cannot imagine,unleſs if be |.,;,,,» babexes. falatem, & weterem tie: 


one of theſe two things 3 1. Thatrif we had no Scri- ditionem euſtodientes. = 
Ptures left us, it would be neceſſary for ws to believe on the account of Apoſto- 
cal 


a 
Of the Infallibility of Tradition. Part] 
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lieal Tradition 3 that iss that the grounds of our Faith were ja 

clear and evident of themſelves, that thougn they had nevg 

been written, yet if they had been conveyed by an unqueſtig, 

able Tradition from the Apoſtles, there had lain an obligation ON Us tg 

believe the Do@rine of Chriſt, But, is this our calc ? hath not God infinjy, 

ly better provided for us, when (as your other witneſs St. Auguſtine [peaks 

Whatever our Saviour would have ws read of his ain 

Ouicquid Serva'or de ſuis faftis & ditlis of ſpeeches, he commanded his Apoſtles and Diſciple; , 

nos legere volt, hoc ſeribendom ills tans p;o p11; to write. Chriſtian Religion is now 
quuam ſuis manibus imperavits De Conſcnſ. | Ahi 11 00 
Evang, l. 1, C. ulr. Cabala to us, God hath conſigne 1s wlll overt 

by Codicills of his own appointing 3 and muſt wethy 

be now in the like caſe, as if his Will had never been written at all ? 2, By 

what if the barbarous Nations did believe without the Books of Scripture, 

what doth that prove, but only this; that there may be ſufficient reafogy 

believe in Chriſt where the Scriptures are not known ? Is that contrary y 

us who lay, The laſt reſolution of Faith is into the Dome of Chr iſt as attel, 

ed by God: now if that atteſtation be ſufhciently —— there is» 
obligation to believe; but withall we fay, that to #s who enjoy the Sy, 

ptures as delivered down to us, the only certain and infallible convey 

of Gods Word to us is by them. So that the whole CEriſtian world ig, 

liged to you for your civil compariſon of them, with thoſe Barbaria 
whocither enjoyed not the Scriptures, or in probability were nct abley 

make uſe of them, as being probably ignorant of the »/e of letters. 5.Dii 

Ireneus in theſe wprds ſay, that even theſe Barbarians aid belicveupa 

the Tnfallible Teſtimony of the preſent Church £ No; he mentions nol 

thing, but that they believed that Tradition of Dodrine which was & 

vered them from the Apoſtles. TI ask you then; Suppoſe at that timeſon 

honeſt but falible perſons ſhould have gone into Scythia, or fome ſuch be: 

barous places, and delivered the DoFrine of the Goſpel, and atteſting te 

matters of fad as being eye-witneſſes of Chriſts Miracles, Death, and Reju 

reFion, whether would theſe Barbarians have been bound to belicer 

no ? It nct, then for all I know, fidelity 1s a very excuſable fin; If the 

were, I pray tell me what it was their Faith was reſolved into ; wasita 

infallible teſtimony of fallible men? 'And the ſame caſe is, of ſuchyly 

{ſhould preach the ſame Do@rine from thele eye-witneſſes in another Gen: 

tion, and ſoon; for although there might be no reaſon to queſtion the 

teſtimony, yet I ſuppoſe you will not fay, It is 1»fal/ible ? o that (tillth 

makes ncthing for your purpoſe. 4. Who better underſtood 1renewhi 

mind, than hix;ſelf £ letus therefore ſee what he cl{ewhere tells us 5s 

RY foundation andpillar of our Faith who have received ik 

——- fagents. 5.9 agen alati noſt-ecreg- Scriptures. Doth not hetell us, but three Chapt 
peruvenit £ _—_ quod I —_ beforc this, That we have received the method or Dt 
ave unt, poſtea vero per Dei volunatemin COrine of our Salvation, from thoſe perſons who preattt 
7 roma Var mer wed gn it ; which by Gods command they after delivered is th 
Cap. I, Scriptures. which were to be the foundation and pil 
of our Faith, Could any thing be more fully ſpoke 

to our purpoſe than this is? Whereby he ſhews us, now the Script# 

are conſigned unto us, what that is which our Faith muſt ſtand upm: 

not the 7fallibility of the Church, but that Ford of God which is delivers 

mt an es rodtie-s em.” OY This therctore he elſewhere calls the Ur 
Ponar, cop. 7, ' moveable Canon of our Faith,as S. Auguſtine calls it D: 
| vinam ſtateram, the Divine ballance we mult wp 
the grounds of our Belicf in. ; 


ip 
; 
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By which we may gueſs, what little relief you are like to have from 
-our ſecond witneſs St. Augz/tin. Two citations you produce out of him; 
and, I queſtion not, but to make it appear, that neither of thoſe Teſtimo- 
nies do make tor you:and thoſe yery Books attord us ſufficient againſt you. 
The firſt is out of his Books of Chriſtiazz Doctrine, which leſt we ſhould 
think not pertinent, you care not to produce itz but we muſt, A max 
who ſtrengthens himſelf with Faith, Hope, and Charity, 


and retains them unſhaken, weeds not the Scriptures, rymadans, 7 ga nor 
- . _ ren 
but only to ; op others : for by theſe three, many live iſ ad atios infirucndos... Itaq; multi per hes 


out Books in a deſert, His mcaning 1s, that he *1140t!an in ſolitudine ſine codicibes viuun's 
withou | Ye S De Dodtr, Chriſtians 1.x, cap 394 


who hath a principle of Divine life within him,which 
diſcovers it ſelf in the exerciſe of thoſe three Graces, needs not fo much 
the external precepts, becauſe that inward principle will carry him to 
ations ſuirable to 1t 3 only, for convincing or inſtru others, theſe 
Books are continually uſeful ; but for themſclves, thoſe go men who firft 
through the fury of their perſecution were driven, and after othcrs,who, 
in imitation of that piety they ſhewed there, did withdraw into remote 

laces, did livein the exerciſe of their ARel:gzoz without them. Put what 
15 there in all this to inferr, that not the Scriptures but the Infallibility of 
the Church 1s the foundation of Faith? Doth St. Auguſtine (uppole that men 
may have Faith, Hope. and Charity, without believing: or that men may 
believe without the Scriptures, when inthe precedent Chapter he hath this 
remarkable expreſſion concerning Faith, That it will 


»hle if the hori he lacred tures be Tit#babt autim fides, ft diviaaynm ſcriptu« 
ſo on ſtumble, if the Antrorily of : ef Jon 0 oe rarum vacitiat aufteritas, De Doc, Chriſt, 


weakned : and doth not this imply that Faith ſtands |, « .g 

on the Authority of the Scriptures as its proper foun- | 
dation ? But this were pardonable, it the very deſign of all that Treatiſe 
did not fo evidently refute all your pretexſcons, as nothing can do it more 
effeCrually. For can you poſſibly perſwade any reaſonable man to think, 


- that St. Auguſtine dreamt of any ſuch thing, as the Infalzble Teſtimony of 


the preſent Churchto be the ground of Faith, who when he purpoſely dif 
courſeth concerning the Chriſtian Dodrine, the principles of it, and the 
belt zzeans to underſtand it, never fo much as mentions any ſuch thing z 
but on the contrary dirccts to no other but thoſe you call oral and Fal- 
lible means. For underſtanding the Principles of Chriſtian Do@rine, he 
ſhews us the ſeveral zatures of things, ſome to be enjoyed,ſome to be uſed, 
and others both : tha* the main thing we are to enjoy is God, and there- 
fore begins with him asour laſt end in whomour happinels lies, and then 
ſhewsthe means to come to this enjoyment of God,,by explaining the prir- 
ciples of Faith and the efficacy of it. In his ſecond Book, he ſhews how we 
may come to the ſenſe of Scripture, and firſt diſcovers the nature of ſig-rs 
which repreſent things, and of letters which are ſjgrrs of words, and ſince 
thereare diverlſitics of toxgnes, how neceſlary the tranſlation of Scriptare 
is intothem (a good citation for you to jull fe your Bibles and Prayers in 
an unknown language with) and then ſhews what great reaſon there was, 
why there ſhould be ſome donbifut and obſcure places left in Scripture, to 
conquer our pride by indufiry, and to keep the under- 


anding from nauſeatine.which commonly ſliehts things 4d edomandam labore ſuperbiam, &x intel- 
f &f e 8 1/g 84 lefttam @ faftidis revocandum, cx facile inn 


veſugata plerumq; vile[cunt. I, 2+ C. 6. 


that are eaſily underſtood. Then ſhews what prepa- 
ration and diſpofition of ſoul is requiſite for Divine , 
wiſdome, and ſo comes to the underſtanding the Scriptures : for which, 
firſt is requiſite a ſerious and diligent reading of them; in order to _ 
Cc 6 


194. 


In Canonicis autem ſcripturis eccleſizrum 
catho'icarum q 1ampluriutm auftoritatem ſt= 


he muſt carefully diſtinguiſh ſuch as are Canonical from {\uch as are not ; 
and for judging of theſe, he never ſo much as mentions, much leſs ſends us 
to the tnfallb e Teſtimony of the Roman Church, but bids us follow the 
Anthority of the moſt Catholick Churches among which 
thoſe are, which are worthy to be call d Apoſtclical gee', 


g'44 ur, \nter quas ſaneille ſunt, que 4pe= and had Epiſtlesſent to them, What Authority then 
ſeoli os ſedes haberey & epiftolas accipere 1,44 the Church of Rome to judge of Canonical Seri. 


Wweruerunt. 1.2. c.S. 


ptures, more then Epheſus, Philipp, Theſſalonica, &c. 
To be ſure then, St. Argu/tiz was not of our Diſcourſer 's minc., as to the 
judgement of Canonical Books : and why ſhould he ſend men to thoſe 
Charches which received the Epiſtles,but that there they were like to mee 
with greater ſatisfaCtion as to the authenticalneſs of the Copzes of thok 
Epiſtles ? After this, he gives direCtions for underſtanding hard place 

Firſt by diligent reading and remembring the plaingf 


In iis enim que aperth poſiia in Seriptwra places; for in them (faith he) are found all thoſe thing 


ſuat, invenixntur iila omnia, que continent 
fidem, moreſq; vivendi, 1. 2... 9. 


De Baptiſm c. 
Donarift.1 5. 


bis : 


which contain matters of F aith and PraFice, An 
ccllent citation for you for ſeveral purpoſes, che. 
cially when you would prove the obſcurity of Scripture, the zeceſſity of un 
Infallible Judge , or your Dofrine of Fundamentals out of St. Angaſtin, 
And then bids them compare obſcure and eaſie places together, to under. 
ſtand the proprieties of words, to get knowledge in the Torgues, to cons 
pare Verſions, Antecedents and Conſequents, to be skil d in all humare 
Arts and Sciences, theſe and ſeveral other inſtructions to the ſame purpk 
are the ſcope of his following Books. Would any one now, but 7.c, 
have ventured fo unluckily upon this Treatiſe of St. Augnſtir above al 
others, to prove the I»fal/ibility of the Churches Teſtimony as ncceſlaryy 
Faith by ? Could any Proteſtant have delivered his mind more punctual 
and plainly than he doth? And can you, or any one elfe that doth bu 
look into that Book, imagine that St. Aug»ſtin ever imagined, that ay 
ſuch thing ſhould ever be thought of in the world, as that the ,Teſtimon 
of the Church of Rome muſt be owned as the Infallible foundation of Faitl, 
and the Infallible Interpreter of Scripture ? But this it is, to converſe with 
the Fathers only by retazl, as they are delivered out in parcels to you with 
diretions upon them what xe they are for, by Be/armin and ſuch Artilh 
as himſelf. This is, inſtead of quoting the Fathers , to challenge them; anl 
= ſee they are not afraid to appear, though to your ſhame and cor- 
fuſion. 

But for all this you have a Reſerve in St. Augaſtiz (till : let us ſee whit 
quotation that is, which lies ſo in Ambuſcado behind the hedges, and is 
loath tocome out. There is good reaſon for ſo much reſervednef; for 
when we come to ſearch, we find only byſbes inſtead of Soxldiers. [ hare 
throughly examined the place you referr us to, and cannot meet anj 
thing the leaſt pertinent to your purpoſe, unleſs the queſtion of the La 
fulneſs of Hereticks Baptiſ#r, prove your Churches Teſtimony to be Infallibl. 
But 1t may be, It is but a venial miſtake of a Chapter or two, forwarda 
backward, and there we may find it. Which when I look into, I cannot 
but ſuſpeCt that ſome Proteſtant had treparmed you into this Book and plat 
of St. Auguſtine ; there being ſcarce any Book or place in him more begitt 
with Arguments againſt you than this is. I was at firſt fearful you had 
quoted Fathers at a peradventure ; but upon my further conſidering the 
place, I ſoonreCtified that miſtake. I will therefore reckon you up tome 
of the moſt probable Citations out of St. Aug»ſtins Books of Baptiſn 


again, 
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aceinf the Domatiſts. and chooſe which of them you pleaſe to prove the 
ha of an Infallible Teſtimony of the preſent Church asa foundation of 


Faith by ? I ſuppoſe, that you intended is in the Chapter but one follow- 


ing, where St. Auguſtine Cites that pallage of Cypria, 
That we ought to recurre to the fountain, 1. e. to Apoſto- 
lical Tradition, and thence derive the channel into our 
own times ; this, ſaith St. Auguſtin, # the beſt, and 
without doubt to be done. No doubt you think you 


20d autem x05 admonet, ut ad fontem re- 

cr rams, i.e. ad Apoſtolicam traduionem, > 

inde canalem in noftra tempora dirigamus, 

y”—_ eſt, & ſine dibitatione facienduns. 
g.c.26. 


owe me great thanks for finding out 1o appolite a-place for you, ſo near 
that you intended ; but, before we have done with it, you will fee what 
little reaſon you have to thank me for it : The place you {ce is cited by 
ov Auguſtin out of Cypriaz in whoſe Epiſtle it is, to Powpeiws againlt Ste- Cypr. ep.944 


phanus Biſhop of Rome : we therefore conſider, that 


leaded cuſtom and tradition, to which Cyprian re- 
plies, Whence cones this Tradition , doth it deſcend 
from the Lords Authority, or ffom the Commands and 
Epiſtles of the Apoſtles, for thoſe things are to be done 
which are there written © And again, If it be com- 


manded in the Goſpel, or the Epiſtles, and Ads of the 


it was Stephen who 


Unde traditio hecutirumae de Dominica aus 
theritate deſcendens,an de Apoſtolorum man- 
datis & epiſtolis veniens ? Ea enim eſſe fati= 
enda que {cripta ſunt teſtatur, &c. 

Si in Evangelio pracip'tur, ant in Apoſtolo- 
rum epiſeols aut Actibus invenitur, 'obſerve- 
tur enam ſanta hec traditio. 


Apoſtles, then let this holy Tradition be obſerved, We 

ſee then what St. Cyprian meant by his Apoſtolical Tradition, not one Infal- 
libly atteſted by the preſent Church, but that is clearly derived from 
Scripture as its fountain : and therefore brings in the foregoing words on 
purpole to corret the erronrs of Traditions, that, As when channels are di- 
verted to a wrong courſe, we zmſt have recourſe to the fountain ; ſo we muſt izt 
all pretended Traditions of the Church.run up to theScriptures as the fountain- 
head. And whereas Belarmins only ſhitt to avoid this place of Cypriar, 
is, by ſaying that Cyprian argued more errantinm, i.e. could not detend 
one errour but by another ; ſee how ditierent the judgements of St. Au- 
guſtine and Bel/armin are about it : for St. Auguſtin 1510 tar from blaming it 
in him, that he ſaith, Optizmm eſt & ſine dubitatione factendumn, 1.e. It was 
the beſt and moſt prudent courſe to prevent erronrs, And in another place 
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where he mentions that ſaying of Cyprian.1t 3s in Vain 
for then to obje@ Cuſtom, who are overcome by Reaſon, 
# though cuſtom weregreater than truth; or as though 
that were not to be followed in ſpiritual things, which is 
revealed by the Holy Ghoſt, This, ſaith St, Auguſtin, s 


evidently true, becauſe reaſon and truth js to be prefer- 


red before cyſtom. Re doth not charge theſe ſayings 


 rainde tnquit, Fruſtia quid.m quia ratione 
wRCHALUY , Cha/urtndivem nobls gbjiciunt, 
q -4ſ coaſuctudo m2jor fit veritate; ant a0n 
rd ſit 1n fpiritealibus [cquendem quod it me- 
lins frerit a Spirita S$ancto revelatums, Hoc 
plane wverrmeſt, quia ratio & werttas con 
ſretrdiny preporenda eſt Aug. de baptiſm. 
c, LConart 4 C5. 


on him as BeY/armin doth, as part of his erronrs, but acknowledgeth them 
and diſputes againſt his opinion out of thoſe prixciples. And when before, 
the Doxatiſts objefted the authority of St. Cypriaz 1n the pint of Kebapti- 
zation,What kind of anſwer doth St. Auguſtine give them ? the very lame 


that any Proteſtant would give. Who knows not 
that the ſacred Canonical Scripture of the Old and New 
Teſtament is contained within certain bounds ; and 
onght ſo far to be prefer d before the ſucceeding writings 
of Biſhops , that of that alone we are not to doubt or call 
m queition any thing therein written, whether it be true 
and right or no. But, as he faith in the following 


Ouis aitem n:{ciat Sanctan Seripturan Car 
nonicim, tam Fit-ru quam Now Teſtamenti 
certis fills teymnngs commeri, eamq; omnibus 
peftertoribics Fpiſcoporum literss ita preponts 
wt d: 113 ommae dnb:tart & di /centars non 
poſit, utrum verum, vel utrum rectum fits 
qa:5qud 148 c& ſeriptens eſſe couſtiterit. }. 2 
de bapt.c. Donar.cay.z, 


words, All the writings ſince the confirmation of the Canon of Scripture are 
hable to diſpute, and eves Councils themſelves to beexamined and amended 


by 


Cc 3 
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Sd. 18, 


by Councils. Think youthen, that St. Augu5tiz ever thought of a preſay 


Trfalhbility in the Church ? or if he did, he expreſſed it in as odd a ma. 
ner asever I read: How eaſily might he have ſtopt the mouths of the 
Donatiſts with that one pretence of Infallibility * How impertinently dog 
he diſpute through all thoſe Books, if he had believed any ſuch thing) I 
were eafie to multiply the Citations out of other Books of St. duitin 
ſhew how much he attributed to Scripture, as the only rule of Faith ay 
conſequently, how farr from believing your Doctrine of Infallibility. By 
theſe ma ſaffice to ſhew, how unhappily you light on theſe Books 
St. Auguſtine for the proof of your opinion out of the Fathers. 

The laſt thing your Diſcourſer objects againſt his Lordfhips way, is, j 
the Church be fallible in the Tradition of Scripture, how can T ever be Infalli 
certain, that ſhe hath not erred de taCto, and defined ſome Book to be the Ig 
of God, which really is not his Word? To whichI anſwer. If yo mey 
by Ifallible certainty, ſucha certainty as muſt have ſome Infallible Teſting 
29 for the ground of it, you beg the queſtion : for I deny any ſuch Trfall 
ble Teitimony to be at all requiſite tor our believing the Caron of Scriptun, 
and therefore you object that as an inconventence, which I apprehendy 
be none at all. For I do not think it any abſurdity to ſay, that I cams 
believe upon ſome Tfallible Teſtimony, that the Church hath not erred j 
defining the Canon of Scripture. It by Infallable certainty you meanſug 
a certainty as abſolutely excludes a poſſrbility of deception 5, you would 
well. firſt to ſhew how congruous this is to huzrare nature. in this preſer 
ſtate, before you make ſuch a certainty ſo necellary for any att of hunuy 
underſtanding. Burt, if by 1»fallible certainty you mean only fuch as & 
cludes all poſſbility of reaſonable donbting upon the conſideration of tk 
validity and ſufficiency of that Teſt;z#z0ny I am to believe the Caror of gti 
ptwre upon; thenlIaſlext, that upon making the Churches Teftimony tot 
fallible, it doth not at all follow, but that I may have fo great a certain 
as excludes the poſſzbi/ity of all reaſonable doubting concerning the Cam 
of Scripture. For when I ſuppoſe the Churches Teltimrony fallible, | dom 
thereby underſtand, as though there were as great reaſon to ſuſpet? her: 
ceived, as not, (nay, I ſay there can be no reaſon to ſuſpect her deccived; 
but by that I underſtand only this, that the Church hath not any ſupens 
tural Txfallibility given ker in delivering ſuch a' TeS#imony, or that fd 
Tafallibility muſt be the foundation of believing the thing ſo deliver, 


For whether I ſuppoſc your particular Chxrch of Rome, or the Catholii þ 


Church to be ſupernaturally Infallible in her Traditions, there will bet 
lame difhculty returning, and an equa] impoſſibility of vindicating or 
Faith from the entanglements ofa Circle. For ſtill the queſtion unavdit 
ably returns, From whence I believe ſuch a ſupernatural Inf allibi/ity inthe 
Church 2 For in that it is ſapernatural it muſt ſuppoſe ſome promiſe on whid 
ir depends, that promiſe muſt be tomewhere extant, and that can ben 
where but in Scriptzre; therefore when I am asked, Why I believe th 
Canon of the Scripture to be true; if I anſwer, Becauſe the Tradition d 
the Catholick Church 1s Infallible, the queſtion preſently returns, Sinc 
humane nature is in it ſelf fallible, whence comes the Church to have ths 
Infallibility 2 If I anſwer, By the aſſiſtance of Gods ſpirit, T am preſent 
asked, Since no man by the light of nature and meer reaſon can be aflur 
of this how know you that you are not deceived in believing ſuch 
aſſiſtance-2 If tothis I anſwer, Becauſe God who is Infallible hath made th 
promiſe in his Word, | am driven again to the firit qneition, How I = 
l 
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this to be Gods Word, and muſt anſwer it as before, Upon the ixfal- 
lible Teitimony of the Catholick Church, Thus welce, how impoſlible it is 
to avoid a Circle in the ſuppolition of a ſupernatural Infallibility in the 
Churches Tradition. But, if no more be meant but a kind of rational In- 
fallibility (though thoſe terms be not very proper) 5. e. ſo great evidence, 
as, if I queſtion it, I may, upon equal grounds, queſtion every thing which 
mankind yields the firmei# Aſſent to, becaule I cannot imagine, that ſo 
eat a part of the wiſei?, and moſt conliderative part of the world ſhould 
Puſo grolly deceived in a matter of ſuch moment (eſpecially ſup ling a 
Divine Providence) then I freely and heartily aſſert, We have ſuch a kind 
of ratiozal Infallibility;, or rather the higheſt degree of azal Certaint 
concerning the Truth of the Canon of Scripture 5 and that the Catholick 
Church hath not de faGto, erred in defining it. Thus T have followed your 
diſcourfing Chriſtian through all his doubts and perplexities, and upon 
the reſulty can find no ground at all either of doubting concerning the 
Scripture, or of believing the Teſtimony of your Charch, or any, to be an 
infallible ground of Faith. Your next pallage, is, to tell us how his - Lord- 
ſbips Dedalian windings (as you finely call them) are diſentricated: A 
happy man you are at ſquaring Circles, and getting out of Labyrizths. And 
thus it appears inthe preſent caſe, For when his Lordſhip had ſaid, That 
the Tradition of the Church is too weak, becauſe that is n0t abſolutely Divine z 
you repeat over your already exploded Propoſition, that there may be 
an infallible Teitimony which is not abſolutely Divine ; which, when I have 
your faculty of writing things,which neither you,nor any one elſe can un- 
derſtand I may admit of; but till then, I muſt humbly beg your pardon, as 
not being able to aſlent to any thing which I cannot underitand, and have 
noreaſon to believe. And withal), contrary to your ſecond Anfwer, it 
appears, That if the Teitimony of the Primitive, were abſolutely Divine, be- 
cauſe infallible, the Tetimony of the preſent Church, muſt be abſolutely Di- 
vine, it it be infallible, 

The reſt of this Chapter is ſpent in the examining ſome by-citations of 
men of your own fide chictly, and theretore it is very little material as to 
the truth or falſhood of the preſent Controverlie ; yet, becauſe you ſeem 
to triumph ſo much atloon as you are off the main buſineſs, I ſhall briefly 
returnan Anſwer to the ſubſtance of what you ſay. His Lordſhip having 


P. 78. 


allerted the Tradition of the Primitive Apoſtolical Church to be Divine, and P. 8. n, x6; 


that the Charch of England doth embrace that as much as any Church whatſq- 
ever, withall adds, That when $. Auguſtine ſaid, 7 


would zot believe the Goſpel, unleſs the Authority of the Fg9 ved Evangdlio non erederexs, aiſ me 
(atbolice Eccleſse commoveret autheritas, 


Catholick Church moved me; ſome of your own will not v1. ,.c «turd. c. 5, 
endure ſhould be underſtood, ſave of the Church in the 
time of the Apoſtles only; and ſome,of the Church in general, not excluding af- 
ter Ages : but ſure toinclude Chriſt and his Apoſtles. Tn your Anſwer to 
ms Fm inſult ſtrangely over his Lordſhip in two things. Firſt, That he 
ſay Some, and mention but one in his Margent. 2. That that One doth 
not ſay, what he cites out of him. To the firſt I anlwer, you might eaſily 
oblerye, the uſe his Lordſbip makes of his 2cargert, is not lo much to bring 
clear and diſtinct proofs of what he writes in his Book, but what hath ſome 
reference to what he there ſaics;z and therefore it was no abſurdity tor 
him to fay in his Book indefinitely ſoze, and yet in his Margent only to 
mention Occham. For, when his Lordſhip writ that, no doubt his mind 
Was upon others, who aflerted the ſame thing, though he did not /oad his 
Margent 
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Margent with them. And, that you may ſee, I have reaſon for what] 
ſay, I hope you will not _—_— is Lord{hip unacquainted with the 7. 


ſtimonies of thole of your f1 


e, whodoin terms aflert this. That I my 


therefore free you from all kind of ſuſpicion ; What think you of Gerſon 
when, ſpeaking of the greater Authority of the Primitive Church than o 


Et ſec aperitur modus intelligends illud Au- 
guſtini, Evangelio non c/ederem. nift me ats- 
thoritas Eccleſie compuliſſet, Ib:dem en:m 
Ecclefam ſumit, pro primitiv4 congregatio- 
ne fidelium eorum, qui Chriſtun videruat, 
auditrunt, & ſvi teſtes fuerunt Gerſon. 
IeR. 2, de vits ſpirituali az. Coroll.7. 


are thoſe very words, which his Lordſhip, by 
to Occham : For Durandws plainly ſayes, 7 


Hoc autem quod diftum eft de approbatione 
Scriptu'e per Eccleſuum, intelligitur ſolum de 
Eccleſia que fit tempsre Apoſtolorum, qu 
frerunt replets Sperits Sanfto, F mihilomi- 
aus vider nt miracela Chriſt: CO audierunt 
ejus Dottrinam. & ob hoc fuer ant conven. 
-ntes teſtes 0mairum que Chniſtus tecit aut do- 
cait, ut per coriun teſt1monium Scriptura, 
coutinens facta & dicta (bnſti,approbarttur, 
Durand, 1. 3. diſt. 24. q. 1. ſeR. 9. 


the preſent : he adds. And by this means we come y 
ungerſtand, what $. Auguſtine ſaid, I would not beliny 
the Goſpel, &c. For there, ſaith he, he takes the Char 


for the Primitive Congregation of Believers, who ſqy 


and heard Chriſt, and were witneſſes of what he di 
Is not this Teſtimony plain enough tor you ? Bt, 
beſides this, we have another as evident, in whon 
' a laple of memory, attributs 
vat for what concerns the apprg 
bation of Scripture by the Church, it is underſtood ». 
ly of the Church which was in the Apoſtles times, wh 
were filled with the Holy Spirit, and withall, ſaw th 
Miracles of Chriſt ,and heard his Do@rine :, and onthe 
account were convenient witneſſes of all which Chr 
did, or taught, that by their Teſtimony. the Scriptm 
containing the aTions and ſpeeches of Chriſt, mighty: 
cerve approbation, Do you yct aefire a Teſtimony 
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more expreſs and full, than this is, of one who dah 
underſtand the Church excluſively of all ſuccefiive to the Apoſtles, whe 
he had, juſt before, produced that known Teſtimony of S. Angſt! 
You ſee then, the Biſhop had ſome reaſon to ſay, Some of your Church aſſert 
this to be 8. Auguſtine's rearing ; and therefore your Inſtances of ſow, 
where but oxe 1s meant, are both impertinent and {currilous. For, where 
it is evidently known, there was but oze, it were a Soleciſmt to lay ſome:y 
to lay, that jomreof the Apoſtles betrayed Ckriſt, when it is known, that nn 
but Judas did it. But, It I ſhould fay, that joe Jeſuits had writ tor th 
killing of Kgs, and in the A/argert ſhould cite Mariana, nc perfon cor 
verſant in their writings, would think it a Soleciſm 5, tor, though I pie 
duce him for a remarkable Inſtance, yet that doth not imply, that I hax 
one elle to produce, but only that the mentioning of oze, might ſhey| 
was not without proof of what I faid. For your impudent cblique (lar 
der on the memory of that excellent Prelate Arch-Biſhop Cranmer,xhen ya 
ſay, If a Catholick to diſgrace the Proteſtant Primacy of Canterbury, ſloull 


ſay, Some of them carried a holy Siſter lockt np in a Cheſt about with them,ant 


name Cranmer only in the Margent ; His memory is intinitely above your 
{lyeſt detractionsz and withall, when you arc about ſuch a piece of (+ 
ticiſm, | pray, tell me, what doth ome of therz relate ro. Is Primacy the 
name of ſome men £ Juſt as if one {ſhould diſgrace the See of Rome, and 
lay, Some of them have been Atheiſts, Magicians, debauched. &c. Though, 
I confels, it were a great injury in this caſe, to cite but oxe in the Marge, 
unleſs in pity to the Reader ; yer, you may ſconer vindicate ſoxre of then 
from a Soleciſm in Language, when the See of Kome went before, than a 
of them trom thoſe Soleciſms in manners, which your own Authours have 
complained of. 

But, ſay you, What if this ſingular-plural ſay no ſuch thing, as the word 
alledged by the Biſhop ſignifie © I have already granted it to have been 1 


very venial miſtake of memory in his Lordſhip of 0ccham for Durands, 
| in 
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jin whom thoſe very words are whichare in the Margent of his Lordſhips 
Book, as appears in the. Teſtimony already produced. I acknowledge 
therefore, that Occhamr in that place of his Dia/Fzes, doth ſpeak of the 
Catholick Church of all Ages, comprehending the Apoſtles and — in 
it; and inthis ſenſe he ſaith, that place of S. Auguſtine is to be underſtood. 
But, what advantage this is to your cauſe, I cannot imagine. For, what 
if the Catholick Church be taken in that comprehenſive ſenſe, to include 
not only the Apoſtles, but the Church ſucceſſively from their tiraes > Doth 
it hence follow, That it is not day though the Sun ſhines ? Or rather, Doth 
it not follow, That you are not ſo qaick-ſrghted as you would ſeem to be ? 
And, Whether his Lordſhip or you come nearer the meaning of Occhax's 
words, let any one judge. For they who ſpeak of the Church in that 
comprehenſive ſenſe, do only ſuppoſe the Infal/ibilityto have been in the 
Primitive Apoſtolical Church, but the ſucceſſwe Church to be only the cha- 
nel of coveyance of that Teſtimony down to us, and fo they ſay no more 
than we do. Thus Driedo expounds that place of S. Angnſtine who an- 
ands it of the Catholick Church, which was front 


the beginning of the Chriſtian Faith, increaſing ac- 


cording to the courſe of ſucceſſion of Biſhops to theſe 
times, which Church comprehends in it the Colledge of 


A guſtinus cam dicit,ego Evangelio &. it- 
telligit de Eccleſia Catholics qae (uit ab in- 
it:0 Chriſtiane fidei, ſecundum ſeriem ſucceſ- 
ſeonia Epiſcoporum creſcens ad bec u[q, 
lempora, qua ſand Eccleſiz complectitur (ol- 


Apoſtles. Do you think that theſe men did believe { | 

os tefalibilit in the Church 2 It fo, To what Ph TER EN ERES 
end are they ſo careful to carry it fo high as the 

Apoſtles ? Whereas, on your Principle we can have no Aſſurance concern- 
ing any thing that the Apoſtles did or ſaid but only for the Infallibility of 
the preſent Church. You muſt therefore underſtand the preſent Church ex- 
cluſively of the Apoſtolical Church; and therefore it S. Augnſtzne be under- 
ſtood in their ſenſe, he is far enough from ſerving your peogotis Bur, 
fay you, It is evident, that S. Augnſtine muſt ſpeak of the Church in his time, 
becauſe he ſpeaks of that Church which ſaid to him, Noli credere Manichao, 
which was not true of the Apoſtolical Church ® But, Why might not the 
Apoſtolical Church be a reaſon to S. Auguſtine, not to believe Manichews,be- 
cauſe he found no footſteps of his Dottrine inthe Kecords of that Church 2? 
Again, ſuppoſe he means the preſent Church, Doth he mean the infalible 
Teſtimony of the preſent Church £ Might not the Teſtimony of the Church, 
ſuppoſing it fallible, be ſufficient for what S, Angn/tzne faith of it 2 T doubt 
it not : And, you ſeem to have no great confidence in this Teſtimony your 
ſelf, whenyou add, That though it be a point of Faith to believe that the 
Church js infallible, in delivering Scripture to ws, yet it is not a point of Faith, 
that her Infallibility is proved ont of the cited place of $. Auguſtine. But, 
when you lay. it is ſufficient that it be clear and manifeſt out of the Text it ſelf, 
what Text do you mean ? S. Angnſtines, or the Scriptures ? If S. Augu- 


ftimes, you would do well toſhew, by what engines you force Infalibility 


out of his words ; if the Scriptures, What becomes of our good Motives 
of Credibility 2 
When his Lordſhip objetts, That according to your Principles, the Tradi- 


FE. 20. 


tron of the preſent Church muſt be as infallible as that of the Primitive,you ve- P, S1-n. 21, 
Ty learnedly diſtinguiſh, That if he means, the one muſt be us truly and really , ,, 


mfallible, quoad fubſtantiam, as the other, you grant it But if he mean, the 
one mui? be zs highly and perfe&ly infallible, as the other,quoad modum, you 
denyit, Very good ſtill ! It ſeems there are higher and lower degrees in 
Infallibility, I pray tell us, What that is which is zzore #harr SS 


—_ 
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The preſent Church (you lay) is jxfaliible, but not ſs highly and perfeflyjx, 
fallible, therefore there muſt be degrees in Infallibility ; and lince the 
lowelt degree is infa#le, that which 1s highly infallible, muſt be mw; 
than infallible. Again, What difference is there between the ſubſtan, Þ 
and the ode in Infallibility; 1 had thought, the ſubiFance of Tofalliily Þ 
had layn in the mode; and I ſhould rather think Tnfallibility it fey, Þ 
be a mode of Apprehenſion,, then talk of ſubitances and modes init, By Þ 
it may be, you mean ſuch kind of modes of Infallibility, as abſolute aud l - 
pothetical. Tf you do lo, explain your felt by them; and that we mayhg. 
ter underſtand your meaning, ſhew us whether the Church be at all &. 
pable of abſolute Infallibility , if not. What difference there is in degrey 
between the hypothetical Infallibility of the preſent and Primitive Chand, 
ſuppoſing both infallible in delivering their Teſtimony, and no the. 
wile. For you yet again add, Of the Churches 7 eitimony being rnfalllibh, 
but not ſimply Divine, but it is the infallible Teſtimony of a deſpergs 
cauſe, to have bur one bad ſhift, and to uſe it ſo often. 

Becauſe you would be apt to ſay, That upon his Lordſhjps rejetti 
the Infallibility of Tradition, he lett no uſe at all of it ; He therefore tel, 
you, Notwithſtanding that , it is ſerviceable for very good ends, thut 
induces Infidels to the reading and conſideration of Scripture, and thy 
it inſtrutfs novices , and doubters in the Faith; mich two endr (y 
ſay) fall ſhort of the end of Tradition; For (ay you ) it founds mi 
eftabliſ es Believers, even the greateſt Dottors of the Church ;, tor whichyuw 
Cite again this ſame place of S. Auguſtine. But did not his Lordflip tl 

ou, that ſome of your own underſtood that very place, cither of Newiz 
or Ifidels : For which, beſides the Teſtimony of ſome of your ownpu: 
ty, he adds this reaſon, becauſe the words immediately before are, If tin 
find one qui Evangelio nondum credit, which did not yet believe the Giſe, 
What wouldſt thou do to make him believe £ Ego vero non, &c. To which 
you very prudently ſay nothing. 

Concerning Jacobus Almayn's Opinion, That we are firſt and more, bon 
to believe the Church than the Scripture; you would fecm in termst 
diſavow .jit, though very faintly; it is not altogether trye ; and hax 
to ſalve it by a diſtin&tion of priority of time and nature : and you x: 
knowledge, That in priority of nature we are firſt bound to believe the Chun, 
and, I ſuppoſe, in priority of ti#ze too, it we believe the Scripture fa 
the + Frm 1.4 ſake: Tet, you would not have it ſaid, That we are more bound 
to believe the Church than Scripture; but it is not what you would hae 
properly ſaid, but what follows from that antecedent, which Jacobm 4 
mayn puts, It is certain, faith he, that we are bound to believe all thing 
contained in the Sacred Canon, upon that account alone, becauſe the Chr 
believes them ;, therefore we are firſt, and more, bound to believe the Chad 
than the Scripture, which is 10 evident a conſequence, that nothing but 
ſhame would make you deny it. 

Touching 4/mayr's and Gerſor's reading compelleret for comrmoveret, his 
Lordſhip faith, That A/mrayn falfihes the Text notoriout]y; you ſay, Ns 
but you had rather charitably think, they Loth read it ſo in ſome Copies ; i 
Lord(}ip produceth 4 very ancient M8, for the common reading, you none 
at all tor that, but only the concurrent Teſtimonies of ſome $Schoolmen, 
who mult be confelied to be' excel/lert Criticks, and well verſed in ancient Þ 
ALSS,unlels where they met with a /ittle Greek, or ſome hard Latin 


words; and among whom, the miſtake of one would paſs current for Þ 
waſt F 
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want of examining Copies, let the Reader therefore judge, whether 
Judgement be more probable : But, I think it not worth while to lay 
ore about It. | : 

s In your vindication of the Authority of Cas, you make uſe of a very 
filly piece of Sophiſtry z for, fay you, Though he make Infidels and Novices 
in the Faith, to be convinced by the Authority of the Churc ; yet, you ſay, It 
doth not follow, that he makes the ſaid Authority a fallible, but a certain and 
way to make theme believe it, But, rt. The Queſtion is, Whether Ca- 

us doth underſtand that place of S. Aug/tine, of Infidels and Novices or 
no? 2. Suppoſe he ſayes, 1t 75 aſure way, Dothit therefore follow, that 
itis an infallible way 2 Is nothing certain but what is 2»fallible 2 1 hope 
ou are certain that the Church of Rome is the Cacholick Church ; but, Are 
ou infallible that the iso ? If you advance all certainty to Infallibility, or 
ring down all Infallibility to Certainty, every Chriſtian is as infallible as 
your Churchis : For, I make no queſtion, but that every good Chriſtian is 
certain of the Grounds and Principles of his Religion. The ſame thing you 
return upon again (after to little purpoſe you multiply words about Ca- 
1ws and Stapleton's Teſtimonies.) For, ſay you, becaule'S. Auguſtine ſpeaks 
ofa ſure way, therefore he muſt mean an infallible way, as though what 
was not ſupernaturally _— was preſently wnſure. [ pray, tell me, 
fre you ſure that two and two make four © Yet, I hope you will not fay, You 
areſupernaturally infallible that they do ſo. I w_ a. you are ſure, there is 
a Pope at Rome,and a goodly Colledge of Cardinals there z but, Are you 
infallible inthis > It 1s not then certainly the ſame, to deny a thing to be 
infallible, and to make it unſure: And, you are either very weak, or very 
wilful, in ſaying ſo. In what ſenſe this ſo much controverted place of S. 
Auguſtine, is to be underſtood, will be afterwards diſculled ; and whether 
itbe intended wholly for 1»fidels or no : only I ſhall take notice now, how, 


- in the laf# words of this —_— you would again inferr 7rfallibility from 
a 


andoubted certainty. For, lay you, the Church, in $, Augultine's time, 
efteemed her Jef undoubtedly certain, that the Goſpel was the infallible Word 
of God ;, for otherwiſe ſhe might be deceived her ſelf, and deceive others in 
commanding then to believe that to be God's Word, which was only the word of 
an : But, What is it you would inferr fromall this? For we believe the 
Church as undoubtedly certain, as may be, that the Scriptures are God's 
Werd; yet we are far enough from believing that her Teſtimony now is /#- 
pernaturally infallible. 
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Cnuare, VII. 
The Proteſtant Way of reſolving Faith. 


Several Principles premiſed in order toit. The diStin Qneitions ſe dowy 
and their ſeveral Reſolution given. The Truth of matters of fad, the pj. 
vinity of the Dotrine, and of the Books of Scripture, diStin@ly reſolu| 
into their proper grounds. Moral Certainty a ſufficient Foundation fy 
Faith, and yet Chriſtian Religion proved to be infallibly True. How Apoſtol;. 
cal Tradition made by his Lordſhip a Foundation of Faith, Of the certaiy. 
ty we have of the Copies of Scripture, and the Authority of them. 5. Augy. 
ſtine's Teifimony concerning Church-Authority, largely diſcuſſed and win. 
dicated, Of the private Spirit, and the neceſſity of Grace. His Lord. 
ſhip's Way of reſolving Faith vindicated, How far Scripture may be ſaid 
to be known by its own Light. The ſeveral Teitimonies of Bellarmine, 
Brierly, ad Hooker, cleared. 


Hs thus far followed you through all your intricacies and wind. 
ings, and ſhewed, with what diligence and ſubtilty you woul 
juggle men out of their Fazth, under a pretence of Infallibility 3 It willhe 
neceſlary for the vindicating our Doctrine, and the clearing this impor 
tant Controverſie with all evidence and perſpicuity, to lay down t 


- certain grounds which we build our Faith upon. And, although it he 


' been more obſcure and involve 


one of the greateſt of your Modern Artifices to perſwade the world, tha 
Proteitants have no certain grounds of Faith at all; yet I doubt not bu 
to make it evident, that the way taken by the moſt judicious and conk- 
derative FroteStants, is as fatisfattory and reaſonable, as I have already 
made it appear, that yours is unreaſonable and ridiculous. Which I ſhal 
the rather do, econ, through the want of a clear and diſtinct appreher 
ſion of the true way of reſolving Faith, no Controverſie in Religion hath 
7 than this hath been. Therefore forow 

more diſtinct method of proceeding, I ſhall firſt endeavour to prevent 
miſunderſtanding, by premifing ſeveral things which arc neceflary for a 
through opening the ſtate of the Controverſie, and then come to the r6 
folution of it. The things then I would premiſe, are theſe folloy- 
Ing : 
% That we enquire not after the reaſon, why we aſſent to what is divint 
ly revealed, but after the reaſox why we believe any thing to be a Divine Rt- 
velation, Therefore when men ſpeak of the /a5t reſolution of Faith into the 
Veracity of God revealing, they ſpeak that which is undoubtedly true, but 
it reacheth not our preſent enquiry. I freely grant, that the wltimate ri 
Jon why any thing is believed, is upon the Teſtimony of him from 
whom it comes ; and the greater the knowledge and fidelity is, of him 
whoſe Teſtimony I believe, the Sroxger my Aſert is, ſuppoſing I have ſut- 
ficient evidence that it is his Teſtimony. Bur that is our preſent Que- 
ſtion, for it being taken for granted among all Chriftians, that God's Teiti 
mony is abſolutely infallible, there can no diſpute ariſe concerning the 
_ of reſolving Faith, ſuppoling God's Revelation to be ſufficiently 
nown. For no one queſtions but God's Veracity however diſcovercd, is 

a ſufficient ground for Faith 3 but all the Queſtion is, How we come to 


know wherein this Veracity of God doth diſcover it lelf; or what thoſe 
things 


Chap. VII, The Proteſtant Way of reſolving Faith. 20: 


E——— 


things are which are immediately revealed by him, Thercfore to tell us, 
that the reſolution of Faith 1s into Gods Infallible Teſtimony, without ſheyw- 
ing on what account this teſtimony is to be beleeved to be from God, is, to 
rell us that which no one doubts of, and to c{cape that which is the main 
ac{tion, For in cale aac ſhould have denyed ſubmiſſion to his Fathers 
will when he went to be ſacrificed, till he could be ſatisfied concerning 
thelawfulncſs of that aCtion which his Father went about z Do you think 
it had been ſatisfactory to him, if Abraham had told him, that God had 
power tO relax his own Laws, and therefore he need not queſtion the 
Iawfulncls of theaction; might not Zaac have preſently anfwered, That 
he did not queſtion, that what God commanded was lawful, but that he 
defired, was,fome evidence that he had a revelation for what he did. And 
thean{wer to this had been only pertinent and ſatisfactory. So that he 
might have no reaſon to queſtion it, although he did not believe any thing 
more then common fidelity in his Fathers teſtimony, For God never 
(when revelations were moſt common ) thought it necellary to multiply 
revelations 1o far, as to make one neccliary to atteſt another z but that 
revelation winch was communicated to one was obligatory to all con- 
cerned in 1t, though they could have nothing but Moral certainty for it. 
By this it appears, that when we now ſpeak of the reſolution of Faith, 
though the #tz20ſ# rez/or of our aflent, is, that Infallibility which is ſup- 
"ſed in Divine Teſtimony, yet the nearclt and molt proper refolution of 
It, is, into the grounds inducing us to believe that tuch a Teſtimony is 
truly Divine, and the reſolution of this cannot be into any Divine Teſtimony 
without a procels in 77finiturs, | | 
2.That when we ſpeak of the reſolution of Faith,by Faith we underſtand 
a rational and diſcurſrve a of the mind. For Faith being an aſſert upon 
evidence, or reaſon inducing the mind to aflent, it mult be a rational and 
diſcurſrve aff 5; and ſuch a one that one may be able to give an account of 
to another. And this account which men are able to give why they do 
believe, or on what ground they do it; is that which we call reſolving 
Faith. And by thisit appears, that whatever reſolves Faith into its effrci- 
ext cauſe, (which ſume improperly call the Teitizrony of the ſpirit ) though 
It may be true, yet comcs not home to the queſtion. -For it by the Testz- 
mony of the ſpirit be meant that operation of the ſpirit whereby ſaving 
Faithis wrought in us, then it gives no account from the thing to be be- 
lieved, why we aſſert to it, but only ſhews how Faith is wrought in us by 
way of efficiency 5 which is rather reſolving the queſtion about the xeceſſuty 
#f Grace thanthe grounds # Faith, Our queſtion is not then, concerning 
| theneceſſity of infuſed habits of Grace, but of thoſe rational inducements 
| Which do incline the mind to a firm aſlent. For Fazth in us, however it 
Is wrought, being a perſwaſton of the mind, it is not conceivable how 
there ſhould be any diſcurſtve aF of the mind, without ſome reaſor cauſing 
the mind to aſlent to what is ropounded to it. For without this, Faith 
« Would be an unaccountable thing, and the ſpirit of revelation would nat be 
the ſpirit of wiſdom ; and Religion would be expoſed to the contempt of 
all unbelievers, if we were able togive no other account of Faith, then 
that it is wrought inus by the Spirit of God, When we ſpeak therefore 
of the reſolving Faith, we mean, what are the rational inducements to be- 
lieve, or what evidence there is in the obje& propounded to make us firm- 
ly aſlent to it, | 


3. According to the different ads of Faith, there mnst be aſſigned a differ- 
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ent reſolution of Faith, For every adt bcing rational and diſcurſive, myg 
havc its proper grounds belonging to It; unleſs we ſuppoſe that adt elicited 
without any reaſon tor it, which is incongruous with the nature of the hy. 
mane underſtanding. : 

Thcre are then in the queſtion of reſolution of Faith,thele three queſtions 
to be reſolved. Firſt, hy I believe theſ? things to be irne which are coy. 
tained in the Book, called the Scripture 2. Why T believe the DoFrine og. 
tained in that Book to be Divine 3, Why IT believe the Books themſelves y 
be of Divine revelation* Now every one of theſe queſtions admits of a gif. 
ferent way of reſolution ; as will appear by the handling each of then 
diſtinctly. 

1. If Tbe asked, On what grounds T believe the things to be true which yy; 
contained in Scripture © my anlwer muſt be, From the greateſt eviden of 
truth, which things of that nature are capable of. It therefore the per/oy 
who are ſuppoſed to have writ thelc things, were ſnch who were fully ac. 

uainted with what they writ of; if they were ſuch perſozr5 who cannot 
ſuſpected of ary deſign to deceive men by their writings; and if I be certain 
that theſe which go under the ame of their writings, are undoubtedly 
theirs: I muſt have ſufficient grounds to believe the truth of them. Noy 
that the writers of theſe things cannot be ſuſpeFed of ignorance,appears by the 
time and age they writ in, when the 5ory of theſe things was new, and ſuch 
multitudes were willing enough to have contradiGed it, if any thing hu 
beeen amils : beſides, Jozze of the writers had been intimatcly converkan 
with the per/oz and a&ions of him whom they writ molt of. 4 at thy 
could have no intent to deceive, appears from the /1plicity and candour ba 
of thcir a#1025 and writings, trom their contempt of the world, and expo 
ſing them{c!ves to the greateſt hazards to bear witnels ro them. 5hat the; 
are the very ſ11me writings, appcars by all thic evidence can be defired ; For 
we have as great, if not much greater reaſor to believe them to bethe 
Authours of the Books under their Names, than any other writers of aq 
Books whatſoever, both becauſe the matters 2ic of grearer moment, an 
theretore men might be {t:ppoled more #7gui/itive about them 5 and tht 
they have been unanimouily reccived for t). v- from the very timed 
their being firſt written, (except fomc very tev/, which upon firic Ext 
mination were admitted too) and we find ti:cle very Books cited by the 
learned Chriitzans under thele Names in that «ime, when it had beenn 
difficulty to have found out ſever: ot the Original Copy's themſelves 
When therefore they were univerſally received by Chriſtians , neve 
doubted of by Jews, or Heathen [L.i:ojophers : we have a: preat evidence 
for this firit ad of Faith, as it is capable of, And he is unreaſonable who 
delires more. 

2. If The hed, why T believe the DoFrine contained in theſe Books tok 
Divine £ [muſt yive in two ti:ings for anfwer. 1. That in the Age when 
the Doctrine was delivered. there was ſufficient reaſon to believe it Drvitt, 
2, That if there was ſuſj. cient reaſon then, we have ſufficient reaſon now. 

I. That in the Age when the Doctrine was delivered, tere was ſufficient 
reaſon to believe it Divine: Suproſiug thin, that we alrcady believe upon 
the tormer anlwer, that all #/- 2zatt:rs of fad be true, I anſwer, thatil 
Christ dic luch unparall-d miracles, and roſe from the dead, they who 
beard his De@rize had reaton to bulicve it 1 be of God © and this I up 
polc the greateſt 1f/acl would ot winy, if himiclf had becn one of the 
xitnej/es of his ations and reſurrection. , 

2. Th 
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" 2. That if they had reaſon then, we have ſo now; becaule tradition to 
us doth only ſupply the want of our/ſexſes, as to what Chriſt did and tpake ; 
; e. That tradition 1s a kind of derivative and perpetwated ſenſation to us ; 
it being of the ſame ule to #5 now which our ezes and cars had been, if we 
had been actually preſent when Chriſt delivered his Doctrine and wrought 
his Miracles. Which that we may better underſtand, we may confider 
what the ule of our ſexes had been, it we had been then preſent; and con- 
ſequent! y what the 1/e of tradition is now to us. Now it is a pparent, that 
the ule of the ſerſes,to thole who ſaw the Miracles and heard the Doftrine of 
Chriſt, was not to give any credibility to either of them, but only to be the 
means of conveying to them thoſe things which might induce them to be- 
lievezthe fame doth tradition now to us,it doth not 1n it felt make the Do- 
Jrin more credible,but fupplics the ule of our ſerſes in a certain conveyance 
of thole things to us which were the wotives to believe then. For the »10- 
tives to Faith both tothem and us are the ſame, only the manner of con- 
veyance is different 3 but our cale is much the ſame with thoſe who lived 
intheſame Age, but by reaſon of diſtance of place could not be perſonally 
preſent at what Chriff did or ſaid; now. it thole perſons were obliced to 
believe, and had ſufficient reaſon for Faith, who by realon of diſtance of 
place could not exerciſe their j/*nſes about Chriſts Doctrine and Afiracles, 
the ſame reſo and obligation have we, who cannot doit by reaſon of d;- 
ſtance of time, And it there be any advantage on clther {1dc,jit is on ours, 
becauſe though the tradition doth not in it felt give any credibility to the 
Doctrine, yot there are fuch circumſtances accompanying this tradition, 
which may much facilitate our belick above theirs : becaule by ſuch a con- 
tinued tradition we have an evidence of the efficacy of this Doctrixe, which 
had fo continual a power asto engage lo many in all ages fince its firſt ap- 
pearance to be the propagators and detenders of it. And therefore this 
hath very much the advantage of the report of any credible perſons in that 
age, who might report to any at diſtance the Aracles and Doctrine of 
Chriff, And this is the way of reſolution of Faith, which the Scripture 
it (&lf directs us to. How ſhall we eſcape if we neglect ſo great ſalvation, 
which at the firif began to be ſpoken by the Lord, and was confirmed unto us 
by themz that heard him : God alſo bearing them witneſs both with ſigns and 
wonders, and with diverſe miracles and gifts of the Holy Ghost, according 
to his own will £ Where we plainly (cc, rhe reſolution of Faith as to the 
Divinity of the Doctrine vas into the Arracles wrought tor the confirma- 
tion of it (which was the proper witzeſs or teſtimony of the Holy Ghoſt) 
but the means of conveyance was by the tradition ot thole who were eye 
and ear-witneſſes of what Chris laid or did. As therefore it was not ſup- 
poled neceliary for them who ſaw the mirazles of Chriſt, either to have 
lome inward Teſtimony of the Spirit, or lome cxternal 1nfallible Teſtimony 
of the Church, to aliure them that thele wriracles were really done by 
Chriſt, but God left them to the judgement of ſenſe 3 lo proportionably 
neither of thoſe two is now necee{/ary for the reſolution of our Faith, but God 
inſtead of the judgement of ſenſe leaves us to the evidence of Tradition, 
Object. But all this is (you lay) #0 zrore then Moral certainty, which be- 
ine fallible, we cannot ſrom thence be aſſured! that Chriſtian Religion is Infal- 
libly true ® Anſw. This being the great bug-bear wherewith yow would 
fright men out of their Relicion, 1 thall in this place thew, that it ſerves 
only to ſcare fools and children with. For, 1. What greater certainty 
had they who lived in the time of Ciriſt and his Apoſtles, and did _—_— 
rngly 
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their Miracles ? Had they, or could they have, any more than this you 
call moral Certainty ? and, Doyou really think, that all ſuch could not he 
ſufficiently aſſured, that Chriſtian Religion was infallibly true? 2, Mor] 
Certainty may be a ſufficient Foundation for the moſt firm Aſſent, ang 
therefore , if the matter to be believed be the 7»fallible Truth of , 
Do@rine upon ſuitable evidence, though we have now but moral Certain 
of that — the Aſſent may be firm to ſuch a Do@rize as infallible. Ang 
therefore the grand miſtake1yes here, as though our Faith were refolyeq 
finally into this #2oral Certainty 5 or, as if the Faith of thoſe who ſay 
Chriſt's Miracles,were reſolved into their eyes,and not into the Mrracles;for 
as their eyes were but the means of conveyance of that evidence which waz 
infallible,ſo is that Tradition to us by which we have our Certainty of thok 
evidences of the infallible Truth of Chriſtian Religion. And we are furtherty 
conſider that the nature of Certazrty is not ſo much to be taken from the 
matters themſelves, as from the grommds inducing the Aſert ; that is, Whe. 
ther the things be Mathematical, Phyſccal, or Moral ;, if there be no reaſon 
to queſtion the grounds of belief, the calc 1s all one as to the nature ofthe 
Aſſent. So that moral Certainty may be asgreat as Mathematical and Phy. 
fical,fuppoſing as little reaſon to doubt in moral things as to their natures g 
in Mathematical and Phyſical as to theirs. Therctore this great quarrel 
about moral Certainty is very unreaſonable z unlcſs 1t be proved, that 
there isno cauſe of firm Aſſent fron moral grounds; now, it the cauſe of 
the Aſſent may be, as equal and proportionable to their nature in mord 
things, as in Mathematical; there may be as fir an Aſſent in the Ore, as in 
the Other, asT have already ſhewed. For which, this reaſox 1s plain and 
evident, that Certainty implies the taking away all ſuſprczon of doubt + But 
there can be no taking away all ſ#ſpicion of doubt in Mathematical things 
without Mathematical evidence; but in moral things, all ſuſpicion of dow 
is removed upon moral evidence, and therefore the Certainty may be x 
great inthe Aſſent to one as the other. Thus, we ſce, how unjuſtly, and 
how much to the diſhonour of Religion you quarrel with »zoral evidence, 
as an uncertain thing. Burt, I anſwer yet further, 3. That the greateſt «: 
ſarance we can deſire, that any Religion is infallibly True, is from moral Cer 
tainty; and that uponthele three grounds. 1. Becauſe the grounds of al 
Religion are capable of no more. 2. Becauſe the higheſt evidence F4 any Rel: 
gion muſt depend upon it. 3. Becauſe this, in it ſelf, may evidently demonſtrate, 
that Chriſtian Religion is infallibly True, 

1. There can be no greater than this moral Certainty of the main Found 
tions of all Religion, which are, The Being of God, and Immortality of ſouls; 
without the ſuppoſttion of which, there can be no ſuch thing as Infallib- MW ,, 
lity in the world; and therefore from thence I may eaſily prove, that there W + 
can be no more than moral Certainty of the exiſtence of a Deity. For, if MW x 
the very notion of Infallibility doth ſuppoſe a God, then you cannot in- 
tallibly prove that there is ze (in your ſenſe of Infallibility ) for then you WM { 
muſt beg the Queſtion, and fuppoſe that already to be, which you are WM @ 
proving the exiſtence of : Now that, Ifallibility in us doth ſuppoſe theex- W rc 
iſtence of God, appears moſt evidently, becauſe, mans underſtanding being WM iq 

Ly 
Is 
W 
H 


of it ſelt fallible, it cannot be ſuppoſed inany thing infallible, without the 
ſupernatural Aſfiſtance of a being Infallible, which can be nothing elſe but 
God, But, it you think you have 7xfallible proofs, produce them , and 
convince the world of Atheiſts by them : We acknowledge we have 3 
great evidence and certainty, as humane nature is capable of, of a Being of MW o 
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fach a Natxre as God is, from the confideration of his works; but all this 
till is 2zoral Certainty ; for the grounds are neither MathematicaHy demon- 
ſtrative, nor ſupernaturally infallible, What folly and madneſs then 5s it 
for your party tocry out ſo much againſt zroral Certainty in Religion,when 
the Foundation of all Religzor is capable of no more 3 And may not this 
juſtly increaſe our ſuſpicion, that under moral Certainty you ſtrike at the 
Foundation of all Religion ? 

2. Suppoſe God gives the moſt infallible evidence of any, Religion, it is not 
poſſible, but that ſome who are bound to believe that Religion , can have any 
more than moral Certainty of it. And, for all that, I know the greateſt Phy- 

alCertainty isas liable to queſtion as #zoral; there being as great a poſ* 
bility of Deception in that, as a ſuſpicion of doubt in this, and oft-times grea- 

ter, What advantage then had thoſe who ſtood by, and faw the #:3- 
racks of Moſes and Chriſt, above thoſe who did not, but had the report of 
them __—__ tothem in an unqueſtionable manner ? Befides, it is ap- 
parent, God's great aim in any Kelzgion, is moſt at the good of thoſe who 
can have only a oral Certainty of the great evidences ot the Trath of that 
Religion, becaule it being God's intention, that the Aelzgion delivered by 

Him, ſhould be not meerly for the benefit of thoſe very few perſons who 
could be preſent at ſuch things, but for the advantage of thoſe incompa- 

rably greater numbers, who, by reaſon of diſtance of place and age, could 

not be preſent it would argue a ſtrange want of proviſcon for mens Faith, 

unleſs oral Certainty were ſufficient. Only you indeed will ſuppoſe that 

which God himſelf never thought neceſlary, viz. an infallible Teſtimony of 
thepreſent Church; but to what good purpoles you have introduced this, 

hath largely appeared already. 

2. Moral Certainty yields us ſufficient Aſſurance, that Chriſtian Religion js 
1faliibly true : And that I prove, becaule moral Certainty may evidently 
ſhew us the Credibility of the Chriſtian Religzon, which you deny not, nor 
any elſe ; and, that from the Credibilty of it, the infalible Truth of it may 
be proved, will appear by theſe two things: 

1. That where = is evident Credibility in the matter propounded, there 
aoth ariſe upon men an obligation to believe : And that is proved both by 
your own confeſſion (as to the Churches Infallibility being believed on the 
Motives of Credibility) and from Gods intention, in giving ſuch Motives, 
which was, to perſwade them to believe, as appears by multitudes of p/a- 
ces of Scripture ;, and withall, though the mcer Credibility of the Motives 
might at firſt ſuppoſe ſome doubts concerning the Infalibility of the Do- 
Frine, yet it is not confiſtent with any doubt, as to the Infallibzlity of the 
obligation to believe ; becauſe there can be no other reaſon aſſigned of 
= Motives of Credibility, than the inducing on men an obligation to 
Faith, 

2. That where there is ſuch an obligation to believe, we have the greateſt aſ- 
ſurance, that the matter to be believed is infallibly True : Which depends up- 
onthis manifeſt proof, That God carnot oblige men to believe a lye;, it being 
repugnant to all our conceptions of the Veracity and Goodneſs of God, to 
Imagine, that God ſhould require trom men (onthe pain of eternal dam- 
nation, for not believing) to believe R—_— as infallibly True, which 
sreally falſe. Thus, you ſee, what a clear and pregnant demonſtrarion 
we have of the infallible Truth of Chriſtian Keligion trom moral Certainty 
How injurious then have thoſe of your party been, who have charged this 
opinion of believing upon oral Certaizty, with betraying _—_— and 
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denying eo np Religion to be infallibly True. Thus much for thi 
and Objeftionz I now come to the laſt Queſtion conſiderable in the 
eſolution. 

3. On what account do T believe theſe particular Books of Scripture to j, 
Gods Word £ Which may admit of a double ſenſe: 1. 0 what account j 
do believe the DoFrine contained in theſe Books to be Gods Word? 2, Onwhy 
account Ido believe the Books containing this DoFrine to be Gods Word? |, 
tothe firſt, I have anſwered already, viz. Upon the ſame rational evidey, 
which God gave, that the Teſti-rony of thoſe who delivered, was a Divjy 
and infallible Teſtimony : To the ſecond, { anſwer in theſe two Propyy. 
tions: 

I. That the /aſt Reſolntion of Faith is not into the Infallibility of the jy. 
ſtrument of conveyance, but into the Infallibility of that DoGrine, whichiz 
thereby conveyed to us. For the writing of this Do@rize 1s only th 
condition by which this Revelation is made manifeſt to us; it being ej. 
dent from the natyre of the thing, that the writing of a Divine Revelatin, 
isnot neceſſary for the ground and reaſon of Faith, as to that Revelatia: 
becauſe men may believe a Divine Revelation without 1tz as 1s not onh 
evident in the caſe of the Patriarchs, but of all thoſe, who in the time of 
Chriſt,and the Apoſtles,did believe the truth of the Do@rin of Criſt before; 
was written.]f therefore the writing be only the condition of the manifej. 
tion of the Objed in a certain way to us,the ground and reaſon of Faith, js: 
to be reſolved into that which 1s only the mode of our knowledge of tie 
Obje& to be believed; but into that which is properly the groxnd a 
reaſon why we believe that DoGrine or Revelation to be Divine, which i 
contained in thoſe Books. And this is ſtill the caſe of all illiterater- 


ſons, who cannot reſolve their Faith properly into the Scripture, but ing 


the DoGrine delivered them out of Scripture. Hence we may diſcernthe 
difference between the Formal ObjeF, and the Rule of Faith; the Forni 
ObjeF is that evidence which is given of the Infal/ibility of the Teſtimony 
thoſe who delivered the Doctrine z the infal/ible Rule of Faith to us, isthi 
Scripture, viz, that which limits and bounds the material ObjeFs of Fail, 
which we are bound to believe; and this doth therefore diſcover tou 
what thoſe things are, which on the account of the Forz:al Objed, we ar 
obliged to believe. 

2. Thoſe who believe the DoFrine of Scripture to be Divine, have no ren 
to | 7 apes the infallible conveyance of that DoFrine to us, in thoſe Books it 
call the Scripture. Therefore, whatever things ave are to believe in orde 
to falvation, we have as great evidence as we can defire, that they are it 


fallibly conveyed to us. 


1. If the Dotrine of Chriſt be True and Divine, then all the Promiſes i 
made were accompliſhed : Now, that was one of the greateſt, That his $j 
rit ſhould lead his Apoſtles into all Truth; Can we then reaſonably think, 
that ifthe Apoſtles had ſuch an infal/ible Aſſiſtance ofthe Spirit of God wit 
them, in what they ſpake in a tranſitory way to them who heard them, 
that they ſhould want it in the delivering thoſe Kecords to the Churt), 
which were to be the ſtanding monuments of this DoCtrine to all Ages and 
Generations, If Chriſt's DoFrine therefore be True, the Apoſtles had al 
infallible Afsſtance of God's Spirit; if they had fo in delivering the D- 
Grine of Chriſt by preaching , nothing can be more unreaſonable, than to 
imagine ſuch ſhould want it, who were employed to give an account tv 


the world ofthe nature of this DeGrine, and of the Miracles which accon- 
pani 
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panied Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 'Sothat it will appcar an abſurd thing to 
aſſert, that the Dodrine of Chriſt is Divine, and to queſtion, whether we 
have the ifal/ible Records of it. It is not pertinent to our Queſtion, in 
what way the Spirit of God afliſted them that wrote, Whether by imme- 
diateſ#ggeſtion of all ſuch things which might. be ſufficiently known with- 
out it; and whether in ſome things which were not of concernment, it 
might not leave them to their own judgement z (as in that place, J#hex 105.519. 
they had rowed about five and twenty or thirty furlongs, when, no doubt, 
God's Spirit knew infallibly whether.it was, but thought not fit to reveal 
it) whether in ſome lighter circumſtances the Writers were ſubject to any 
inadvertencics (the negative of which is more pioully credible) whether 
meer hiſtorical paſſages needed the ſame infallible Aflittance, that Prophet;- 
cal and PoFrinal; thele things, I fay, are not neceſlary to be reſolved, it 
being ſufficient in order to Fazth, that the DoFrine we are to bclieve, as 
it was infallibly delivered to the world, by the preaching of Chriſt and his 


 4poſtles, 1oit is iniallibly conveyed tous in the Books of Scripture, 


2. Becauſe theſe Books were owned for Divine by thoſe Perſons and Ages, 
who were moſt competent Jud+,cs, Whether they were ſo or no. For the Age 
of the Apoſtles was luthcienc! / able to judge, whether thoſe thines which 
arefaid to be ſpoken by Chriſt, or written by the Apeſtles, were really to 
or no. And wecan have no rcaſon at all to queſtion, but what was de- 
livered by them, was infallibly trac. Now, from that firſt Age we derive 
our knowledge concerning the Authority of theſe Books, which being con- 
veyed to us in the moſt nrqueſtzonable and univerſal Tradition, we can have 
noreaſon in the world to doubt, and therefore the greateſt reaſon firmly 
to aſert, that the Books we call the Scripture, are the infaiible Records 
ofthe Word of God, And thus, much may ſuffice in general concerning 
the Proteſtant Way of reſolving Faith : I now return to the cxamination 
of what you give us by way of anſwer to his Lordſhip's diſcourſe. 

The firſt Allault you make upon his Lordſhip, is, tor making Apoſtolical : 
Tradition aground of Faith, but becaulc your peculiar exccllency lyes in 0 
the involving plain things 3 the belt ſervice I can do, 1s tolay things open 
asthey are; by which means we ſhall cafily diſcern where the truth yes. 

Iſhall therefore firſr ſhew, how far his Lordſhip makes Apoſtolical Trad:- 

tion aground of Faith,and then copnlider what you have to objcct againſt it. 

In that Section which your Margent referrsto, all that he ayes of it, is, Se&.16. n.z& 
That the Voice and Traxition of that Church which included in it Apoſtles, 

Dilciples, and ſuch as had immediate Revelation from Heaven, was Divine, 

and the Word of God from them is of like validity written or delivered, And, 

« to this Tradition ( he faith) there is abundance of Certainty in it ſelf, but 

how far it 3s evident to us, ſhall after appear. At the end of the next 2.21. P, 84: 

he faith, That there is double Authority, and both Divine, that confirms $cri- 
Plure to be the Word of God, Tradition of the Apoſtles delivering it, and the 
mternal worth and arenment in the Scripture, obvious to a ſoul prepared by 
thepreſent Churches Tradition, and Gods Grace.But, 7. 23. he ſaith, That this 
Apeſtolical Tradition is not the ſole and only means to prove Scripture Druime, 
but the moral perſwaſion, reaſon, and force of the preſent Church, is ground 
enongh for any one 10 read the Scripture, and eſteent reverently of it, And this 
ence done, the Scripture hath then In and home-arenments enough to put a ſoul 
that bath but ordinary Grace.ont of doubt that the Scripture is theWord ofGod, 
infallible and Divine.l ſuppoſe his Lordihips meaning may be comprized in 
theſe particulars. 1. That to thoſe who lived in the Apoſtolical times the 
Tradition of Scripture, by thoſe who had an infallible Teſtimony, was a 
E e luthcient 
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ſufticient ground of their believing it infallibly true. 2. That though the 
CONVEYAance of that Tradition to us be not infallible, yet It may be ſufficient 
to raiſe inus a high eſteem and veneration for the Scripture, 3. That 
thoſe who have this eſteem tor the Scripture, by a through ſtudying and 
conſideration of it may undoubtedly believe that Scriptare 1s the Divine 
and If allible Word of God. This I take to be the ſubſtance of his Lord. 
ſhips diſcourſe. We now come to examine what you object againſt him, 
Tour firſt demantl is, How comes Apoſtolical Primitive Tradition to work upon 
ws, if the preſent C kurch be fallible £ Which 1 ſhall anſwer by another, How 
come the decrees of Conncils to work upon you, it the reporters of thoſe 
Decrees be fallible ? If you ay, 1t 7s faffeiens that the Decree it ſelf be 
infallible, but it is not neceſſary that the reporter of thoſe Decrees ſhould be ſo; 
The ſame I ſay concerning the Apoſtolical T; radition of Scripture, thoughit 
were infallible in their Teſtimony, yet it is not neceſiary that the conveyance 
of it to us ſhould be i»fal/ible. And if you think your felt bound to be- 
lieve the Decrees of Gereral Councils as infallible, though fallibly COnvey- 
ed toyouz Why may not we ſay the ſame concerning Apoſtolical Tradition? 
Whereby you may ſee, though Tradition be ſa/ible, yer the matter con- 
veycd by it, may have its proper effect upon us. Yournext Inquiry (if 
I underſtand it) is to this ſenſe, Whether Apoſtolical Tradition be not then 
credible as the Scriptures 2 I anſwer freely (tuppoling it equally evident) 
what was dclivercd by the Apoſtles to the Church by word or writing, 
hath equal Credibility ? You attempt to prove, That there 3s equal evident, 
becauſe the Scripture is enly known by the Tradition of the Church, to be tle 
ſame that was recommended by the Apoſtolical Church, which you have lik 
wiſe for Apoſtolical Tradition, But, 1. Do you mean the ſame Apoſtolic 
Tradition ere or no, which the Arch-Biſhop ſpeaks of, i. e. that aCt of the 
Apoitles, whereby they delivercd the Do@rine of Chriit upon their Teſt: 
m0ny to the world, It you mean this Tradition, for my part, T do not ur 
derltand it as any thing really diſtinct from the Tradition of the Scriptur 
It ſclf, For, although I grant, that the Apoſtles did deliver that Do 
Ctrine by Word as well as Writing, yet if that Tradition by Word had been 
judged tufficicnt, I much queſtion whether we had ever had any written 
Records atall. But, bccaule of the ſpeedy decay of an oral Tradition, if 
there had been no ſtanding Kecords, it pleaſed God in his infinite Wiſdon 
and Goodneſs, to ſtir up ſome fit perſons to digeſt thoſe things ſummarily 
into writing, which otherwiſe would have been expoſed to ſeveral cor- 
ruptions in a ſhort time. For we ſee preſently in the Church, notwitk- 
{ſtanding this, how ſuddenly the Groſticks, Valentinians, Manichees and 
others, did pretend ſome ſecret Tradition of Chriſt or his Apoſtles diſtin® 
from their writings When therefore you can produce as certain 
evidence any Apoſtolical Tradition diſtinct from Scripture, as we cat 
do, that the Books of Scripture were delivered by the Apoſtles to the 
Ckurch, you may then be hcarkened to, but not %a ib 2. We have 
other waies to judge of the 1dentity of the Copzes of Scripture (which we 
have) with tha delivercd by the Primitive Church, bees the Teſtimony 
of the preſent Church. And the judgement of the preſent Church conſider: 
ec! meerly as ſuch can be no argument to ſecure any man concerning the 
integrity and incorruption of the Books of Scripture. We do therefore 
juſtly appeal to the ancient Copzes, and 7, SS. which confirm the incor- 
ruption ofours. But, ſay you, hat infallible Certainty have we of them, 
beſicies Church Tradition ? Very wilſcly ſaid in ſeveral reſpects, as though 
no Certainty leſs than infallible, could ſerve mens turn as to ancient Copies 
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of scrifture, and as though your Church could give men Infalible certainty 
which Copy's were ancient and which were not. But for our parts, we 
ſhould not be at all nearer any certainty much leſs Infallibility concerning 
the authenticalneſs of any ancient Copy 's, becauſe your Church declared it 
ſelf for them 3neither can we imagine it at all neceſſary in the examinati- 
on of ancient Copy's to have any Infallible certainty at all of them. For as 


' well you may pretend it as to any other Authours, when all that we look 


after in ſuch Copy's is only that evidence which _ of that nature are 
capable of. But you make his Lordſhip give as wile an anſwer to this 
queſtionof yours 3 They may be examined and approved by the authentical 
Antographa's of the very Apoſtles. Whereis it that this anſwer is given by 
his Lordſhip £ Tf you may be allowed to make queſtions and anſwers too, 
no doubt, the ofie will be as wiſe as the other. But I ſuppole.you thought, 
nothing could be ſaid pertinent in this caſe, but what you make his Lord- 
ſoup ſay : and then by the unreaſonableneſs of that anſwer, becauſe none of 
thele Autographa's are ſuppoled extant, and becauſe if they were ſo,all men 
could not be Infal/ibly certain of them, you think you have lufhcient ad- 
vantage againſt your adverſary.becaule thereby ir would appear there can 
be no certainty of Scripture but from the authority of your Church, To 
which becauſe it may feem to carry on your great defign of rendring Re- 
bgion uncertain, T'{hall return a particular anſwer, 

1. Suppoſing we could have no certainty concerning the Copy's of Scri- 
pture but from Tradition, this doth not at all advantage your caſe, unleſs 
youcou!d prove, that no other Tradition but that of your Church can give 
us any certainty of it. Give me leave then to make this ſuppoſition, That 
God might not have given this ſupernatural aſſiſtance to your Church, which 
you pretend makes it 1fal/ible, Whether men through the Univerſal 
coxſent of perſons of the-Chriitian Church in all Ages, might not have been 
undoubtedly certain, That the Scripture we have, was the ſame delivered 
by the Apoitles 2 7. e. Whether a matter of fa, in which the whole 
Chriſtian world was ſo deeply engaged, that not only their credit, but 
their intereſt was highly concerned in it, could not be atteſted by them 
in a credible manner 2 Which 15 as much as to ask, Whether the whole 
Chriſtian world was not at once belotted and infatuated inthe grofleſt 
manner, ſo as to ſuffer the records of thoſe things which concerned their 
eternal welfare, to be imbezcled, fallified, or corrupted, fo asto miſtake 
them for Apoſtolical writings, which? were nothing ſo. If it be not then 
credible, that the Chriſtian world ſhould be ſo monſtroutly impoſed upon, 
andfo grofly deceived, then certainly the Univerſal Tradition of the Socie- 
ty may yield unqueſtionable evidence to any inquiſitive perſon, as to the 
mtegrity and incorruption of the body of Scriptures, And if it may yield 


luchevidence, why doth it not ſo? when we ſee this was the very caſe of * 


the Chriſtian world in all Ages. Some writings were delivered to the 
Church of the Age they lived in,by the Apoſtles ; theſe writings were ſo de- 
livered, as that the Chrift;ans underſtood they were of things of more 
concernment to them than the whole world was ; theſe writings were then 
received, embraced; and publickly read 3 theſe writizgs were preſerved 
bythem ſo ſacred and inviolable, that it was accounted a crime of the 
higheſt nature to deliver the Copy s of them into the hands of the Heathex 
perſecutors ;, theſe writings were (till owned by them as Divine, and the 
rule and ſtandard of Faith, theſe were appealed to in all diſputes among 
them, theſe were preſerved from the attempts of Hereficks, vindicated from 
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the aſ/azlts of the molt learned Tnfidels, tranſcribed into the Books of the 
moſt diligent Chriſtians, tranſmitted from one Generation to another, a; 
the moſt ſacred depoſitunr of Heaven 5 And yet 1s it poſhible,to ſuppoſe that 
theſe writings ſhould be extorted out of their hands by violence, abuſed 
under their ezes by fraud, or ſuffered to be lojt by negligence. Yet no other 
way can be imagined, why any ſhould ſuſpect the Books of Scripture 
which we have are not the ſame with thoſe delivered by the Apoitle, 
All which are ſuch unreaſonable ſ#ppoſetions, that they could hardly ente 
into any head but yours, or ſuch whole cauſe you manage in theſe dilputes; 
the moſt profligate Atheiſts, or moſt unreaſonable Scepticks. If then ye 
entertain but mean and ordinary thoughts of the Chriſtzars of all A | 
if we look upon them as ſilly men abuled into a Religion by fraud and in. 
poſture ; yet we cannot doubt, but that theſe perſons were careful to pre. 
ſerve the records of that Religion, becaule-they were lo diligent in the ſhy 
dy of it, ſo venturous for it, ſuch enemies to the corrupters of it, fo in 
duſtrious in propagating the knowledge of it to their friends and Poſteriy, 
Do you think our Nation did ever want an Irfal/ible Teitimony to preſene 
the 2/agna Charta, ſuppoſing no authentick record of it kept in the Public 
Archives of the Nation £ Would not mens intereſt make them careful 
preſerve it inviolable, eſpecially conſidering the frequency of caſes whak 
deciſion depends upon it, and the diſperſion of the Copy's abroad, andthe 
diligence of ſuch whoſe profeſſion leads them to look to ſuch things. And 
will not the ſame reaſons hold in a greater meaſure for the z»tegrity and 
incorruption of Scriptures £ Do not the eternal Concerns of all Chriſtia; 
depend upon thoſe ſacred records, that, if thoſe be not true, they were of 
men moif miſerable £ Were not innumerable Copy's of thele writings lu. 
denly diſperſed abroad, and all Chriſtians accounted it a part of ther 
Religion to ſearch and enquire into them? Hath there not alwayes been 
ſucceſſion of diligent Ku. faithful perſons, whoſe office and profeſſion 
hath been to read, interpret, and vindicate theſe Books # and who har 
left excellent 102uments of their endeavours in this nature ? Ts it tha 
poſiible to ſuppoſe all thoſe Copy's at once imbezeled, all thoſe Chriſtianc 
one age decerved,all thoſe Divines ſo ſecure and negligent that there ſhould 
be any conſiderable alteration, much leſs any total depravatior of thek 
writings > When once I ſee a whole Corporation conſent to burn their 
publick Charter, and ſubſtitute a zew oxe in the place of it, and this nothe 
ſuſpeCted or diſcovered ; When I ſhall ſee a Adagna Charta foiſted, ant 
neither King nor people be ſenſible of fucha Cheat, Whenall the world 
ſhall conſpire to deceive themſelves and their children : T may then ſuſpet 
ſuch an 7»»poſtzre as to the Scripture; but not before. And will not allthis 
perlwade you, that there is no neceſſity of making your Church Infalibl 
in order to our certainty, that we have the p nay Ly of Scripture which 


' weredelivered by the Apoſtles? Tf not, the next news I ſhall expeftto 


hear from you, will be, That we can have no certainty of the Being of God, 
or the Foundation of all Religion,but from your Churches Infallibility;there 
being every jot as much reaſon to ſay, that all mankind ſhould bede 
ceived into the belief of a Deity by ſome cunning Politicians, as thatal 
Chriſtians ſhould be deceived as to the belief of ſuch Books to be Scripture 
which were univerſally corrupted ; and it you underſtood Conſequentt 
you would have mo one alloon as the other. Burt ſtill remember, int 
what precipices this good doCtrine of Infallibility leads you, 
Bur it may be your meaning is more gentle and cafie, than to hopes 
there 
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here could be no certainty as to all the Books being the ſawe, but only 
that we cannot have any 1fa//ible certainty that there are no corruptions 
crept int0 theſe Books which we have, but from your Chyxrches Teſtimony. 
To which Tanſwer, 1. That there is no reaſon to ſuppoſe this ſhould be 
your meaning. 2. Suppoling it were your meaning, thete is no reaſon in 

c thing, 

4 & 7 fore js no reaſon to ſuppoſe this ſhould be your meaning ;, for you are 
ſpeaking of ſuch things which are neceſlary to be believed, and therefore 
are properly objedts of Faith, but that there are no kind of corruptions 
crept into the Copy's of Scripture, cannot with you be an obje# of Faith. 
For thoſe of your party do ſome of them coxfeff and others contend, that 
there are many corr#ptions crept into the Hebrew Text of the Old Teſt a- 
ment, and the Greekofthe New ; andthat there are abundance of corrup- 
tions in your Y#/gar Latin is not only abundantly proved by our Writers, 
but acknowledged by the /earnedſt of your own, and irrefragably demon- 
ſtrated by the different editions of Sixt#s and Clement, 

Suppole this were your meaning, there were no reaſon in the thing; For, 
1. Tour Church cannot Infallibly aſſure us, there are no corruptions. ' 2, We 
may be ſufficiently aſſured of it without the Teitimony of your Church, 

1. Your Church cannot a(lure us at all, much leſs Infalibly that there 

areno ſuch corruptions, For what reaſon can there be, Why we ſhould 
rely on the judgement of only a part of the whole Society of Chriſtians, 
2nd that part at great oppoſition with many other confiderable Churches ; 
muſt we then belicve your Church where it agrees with, or it differs from 
the reſt? If only where it agrees with the re then it 1s not the feſtinrony of 
your Church we rely on, but the Univerſal conſent of all: If where zt differs, 
ſhew us ſome reaſon, why we ſhould believe your Chxrch in oppoſition to 
all others. Eſpecially, x. When we conſider what contradiCtion there 
hathbeen inthe teſtimony of your Church about this very thing : as ap- 
pears not only by the great difterence among your writers concerning the 
authentick, Copy's,, ome ſtill defending the Hebrew and Greek Texts, and 
cthers ſtanding, up for that great Diana of Roxre the Vulgar Latin, Con- 
fdering then, that by the decree of the Conncil of Trent the Yulgar Latin is 
looked on by you as the moſt authentick Copy of the Scripture, let any one 
judge whether ever this could be Judged more authentick, than when 
the Fope himſelf 7: Cathedra doth revite any edz:tion of it, and uſe all poſ- 
fible care for the ſetting of it forth, not only comparing it with the beſt 
ancient MS &, but taking the pains to correct it with his own hand both 
before and after the prep, and all this was done by Sixtws 5. as himſelf 
declares in the Preface to his edition of the Yulgar Latin, A.D. 1590. Yet 
within little more then two years after comes out the edition of Clement 8; 
which, as appears by the computation of ſuch who have taken the pains 
to compare them,ditfers from the other in ſome thouſands of places. Now 
Ipray tell me what I:falible certainty are we like to have concerning the 
Copy s of Scripture, being the ſame with thoſe delivered by the Apoſtles, 
from the Drfalibility of your Church, when this teſtimony of your Church 
doth fo finely contradiCt it ſelf within little more then two years time. 
Nay when $7xtzs 5. his care was ſo great and extraordinary in his editior, 
thatan ſcription was made in the Vatican, ii perpetiram rei memoriam, 
which is in letters of Gold in theſe words, 


SACRAM 


Chap. VII. The Proteſtant WY ay of reſolving Faith. 21 _ 


214. 


T he Proteſtant Way of reſolving Faith, _ Pant 


Bibl'oth, Vati- 
C48. p. 239. 


SACRAM PAGINAM EX. CONCILIT TRIDENT1y; 
PRASCRIPTO QUAM EMENDATISSIMAM ; 
VULGARI MANDAVIT. 


Which Tzſcription, as Angelus Roccha tells us, was purpoſely made toſs 
forth that infinite care and pains which the Pope took in that editj 
Which were ſo great (ſaith he) that it is impoſſible that any ſhould recou, 
them, and for his own part he ſtood aſtoniſhed when he ſaw them : for he ng 
only carefully corretted the Copy befare the Impreſſion, but reviewed i 
ſheet by ſheet after, that the edition might be the more faithful, 
ſhall we after all this believe that 87xtws 5. mever lived to ſee this editing 
compleat, which is the miſerable ſhift ſome of your party have to ayoi 
this evident corntradiFion : Or ſhall we think, what others pretend, 7hy 
he never lived to authorize this Edition of his, whereas his Brieve doth 
terms declare this to be the authertick vulgar Latin, which the Decree 
the Conncil of Trent had reſpect to ; but this Brieve, others fay,though pry 
vided was never proclaimed ;, It ſeems then the Popes 1nfallibility depend 
upon Proclamation, but was not this Bul/ ſufficiently proclaimed which j 
extant inthoſe editions of $7xtws 5 ? with an injunction that this Bible h; 
read in all Churches ze m1inima quidem particula, mutata, addita, vel d. 
trata, without any the oof alteration, Now then when the YVulgar Ltin 
is qwned by the Council of Trent for the authentick Copy of Scripture : when 
the Pope whole teſtimony muſt be ſuppoſed 7zfallible takes great pains i 
proſecution of the decree of that Conncil to. declare and ſet forth thetne 
authentick edition of this Yulgar Latin, When ſhould we ever, if not noy, 
expect ſome Tufallible certainty of the true Copy of the Scripture # yet ſofu 
are we from it, that not long after men are forbidden the #ſe of that edit 
oh under the penalty of the greater Excommunication. Ard all this, for 
ſooth, under the pretence of Typographical faults, and what then mult we 
think of that Pope who took luch inceſſant pains to correct them? Thy 
we ſee how far we are from any certainty at all, much more from ay 
Infallible wy rw concerning the true Copy's of Scripture from the auths 
rity of your Church, , '2, The authenticalnefs of thoſe Copy's ſet forth by 
the appointment of the Coxncil of Trent and the approbation of the Pop 
hath no greater evidence of certainty than any other Copy's of Scriptur, 
it they haveſo much. . For all that $7xts 5. pretends for the authentical 


Copy's both Printed and J7SF, which he had cauſed to be diligent 
ſearched in Libraries, Than which, (ſaith he) ther 


Tz hac autem german; texti.s perueſtigatione, 
ſaws peripicue inter omiuss {conſtat, nultum 
argumentum (ſe certins a6 firmins , quam 
ant1qnorum probato;imnue (odicum Litins= 
rum fidem, quos tam impreſſos, quam M SS. 
ex bibliot\ects varis conq uireadss curavie 
mis, Sixtus 5, Prefat. 


can be no more firm or certain argument of the true and 
gemine text, Well ſaid however in this ! But if the 
Latin Copy's be ſoxfure arule to judge of the anther 
ticalneſs of the Text by, ſhall not much more the 
ancient Copy's of the Original Hebrew and Greek; 
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eſs of that Copy, 1s, the agreement of it with the axciert and approved WW { 
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| eſpecially when we conſider, that the vaſt difference WW © 
of the Clementine and Sixtine Bibles lay in this, that Clement the 8, did h 
corrett the Yulgar Latin according to the original in above two thouſand {WM «4 
places, when the contrary reading was eſtabliſhed by $ixt#s. For the WM 7; 
Pope where he pleaſed took the Harginal Annotations in the Lovain Bible: WM } 
and inſcrted them into the text 5 which Marginal Annotations contain the n 
differcut readings which were obſerved from the comparing the Yulgs ÞW ti, 
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Latin with the Originals, as appears by the Preface to the Lovain Bibles, 

And although the Pope ex Apoſtolice poteitatis plenitudine (as Sixtys 5. 
hrafeth it 1n the Bu// before his Bibles ) did take and leave where he 
leaſed himſelf, yet it is evident from thoſe who have compared them, 

that above two thouſand places are reformed according to the Originals ; 

and more then twice as many more might have been if his Holinefs had 
thought good. For our induſtrious Dr. James, who had taken the pains 
accurately to compare not only the S7xtine Clementine Bibles, but the 

Clementine edition with the Lovazn Annotations,doth in the defence of his 

Bellum Papale challenge Gretſer the Jeſuit to joyn 7/ſue with him if he 

dared on the point, viz. of making it appear that there were 10000. 

differences in the Lovain Annotations from the Vulgar Latin, and that theſe 

differences ariſe from the comparing it with the Hebrew, Greek, and Chal- 
dee, Are we not then ata fine paſs for our 1rfallible certainty concernin 
the Copies of Scripture, if the judgement of your Church mult be rel = 
on? Was that ſufficient ground for Pope Clement to reform two thanknd 
places,and would it not ferve for all the reſt ? If thoſe were truer becauſe 
they agreed more with the Originals, were not the rei ſo too? And have 
not we the greateſt reaſon to rely on the Originals when the Pope himſelf 
appeals to them, and reforms by them? According then to the judgement 
of your pretended 1zfallible Church we have as great certainty as they, for 
certainly the Hebrew and Greek are as obvious to us as them and I never 
yet heard that your Popes did challenge to themſelves among other Apoſts- 
lical prerogatives the gift of tongues. 

2. We may be ſufficiently aſſured that there are no material corruptions in 
the Books of Scripture without your Churches teſtimony, not that we pretend 
the Apoſtles Antographa are {till extant for us to compare our Copzes with 
(alrhough ſome of your {ide tell us among other rarities of the Yaticar, pailins coxtr. 
that the true ancient Greek text is there extant, which the Pope would do ©. q. 15. 
well to oblige the world with) but we whole eyes are not blei with ſuch Poonam 
noble ſights as are there /ockt up trom all ſuch who havenot a good deſe of «. 13. ſett. g. 
implicite Faith about them, pretend to no ſuch thing : but by the diligent 
comparing the preſent Copies with the moſt ancient 41S F. by the obſer- 
vation of what Citations of Scripture are produced by thole of the Fathers 
who lived when ſome of thele Antographa were extant (as it is apparent 
fome were in Tertullians time, and ſome tell us that the authentick Apoca- 
hypſe was preſerved in the Church of Epheſus in Honorins his time) by the 
diligence of the primitive writers in taking notice of rhe leaſt attempt for 
falfication or corruption of the text 5 For when Marcion began to clip 
and fallifie the text, Treners preſently takes notice of it and gives him a 112. 1.1. c.29. 
ſufficient rebuke tor it : and ſo doth Tertulian afterwards, and Epiphanins "6. 

, . . . X arcion, lis, 
particularly takes notice of all thoſe places which had violent hands laid zpiph. heref, 
upon them and reſcues them from thole impure attempts,{o that we (till en- 42+ 

joy them in their integrity. So that whatever endeavours were made, 

they were preſently dilcovered, as that of the Arrians by St. Ambroſe, that Ambrof.. de Sp. 

of Tatianns his 1onoteſaron by Theodoret, In lo much, that Bellarmin 5; {361% 

himſ«lf confeſierh 5 Etſ# mmlta depravare conati ſunt heretici, tamen nun- berg. pa 1 1, 

quam defuerunt Catholict, qui corum corruptelas detexerint, & non permiſe- 3t#ar. 1.2. de 

rint libros ſacros corrumpi, That the Catholicks were as vigilant as the ** > ©7: 

Hereticks malicious, and therefore could never effect their deſign in cor- 

rupting the Scripture. Belides, it 1s obſervable, that among thoſe mul- 

tmndes of various lions in the New Teſtament, of which R, Stephen made a 
colle- 


Pag. 49, 


i F ” s 
cows 
—O— 


216 


_ — — 
— 


Sd. 0. 


Pag. 83. 


The Proteſtant Way of reſolving Faith. Part], 


OC I ——— — — — 


_ — _ 
I C—_—— — 


colleftion out of fixteen 48S. of 2384. (which probably were occy lioned 


by the general diſperſion of Copies, and the multitudes of tranſcription 
by ſuch as were either ignorant or careleſs) yet there are none which ax 
1aterial, lo as to entrench upon the integrity and authority of the Copies 
asarule of Faith and Manners; they are therefore but racings of the chip 
but no wounds of any vitat part. Abating therefore only what muſt ne. 
ccſlarily be ſuppoſed in the multitudes of Copies tranſcribed, there izf 
great integrity ard incorruption in thoſe Copies we have, that we cannot 
but therein take notice of a peculiar hand of Divine Providence in Prelery. 
ing theſe authentick records of our Religion ſo fafe to our dayes. But iti 
time now to return to you, 

You would therefore perſwade us, That we have zo ground of certain 


as to the Copies of Scripture, but comparing them with the Apoſtles Antogrs. 


pha; but hope our former diſcourſe hath given you a ſufhcient accoun 
of our certainty without ſeeing the Apoſtles own hands. But I pray why 
certainty then had the Jews after the Captivity, of their Copies of th 
Law ? yet I'cannot think you will deny them any ground of certainty 
the time of Chris that they had the true Copies both of the Law and the 
Prophets, and T hope you will not make the Sanhedrin, which condemned 
our Saviour to death, to have given them their only 1nfalible certa; 
concerning it. If therefore the Jews might be certain without 1:fallibil. 
ty, why may nct we? for if the Oracles of God were committed to the Jr 
then, they are to the Chriſtians now. 

You yet further urge, That there can be no certainty concerning the 4 
tographa's of the Apoſtles, but by tradition : And may not every univerſaltn. 
dition be carriedup as clearly at leaſt tothe Apoſtles times, as the Scriptm 
by moſt credible Authours, who wrote in their reſpetive ſucceeding ag! 
I anſwer, We grant there can be no certainty as to the Copres of Scrijty: 
but from trad7tioz, and if you canname any of thoſe great things in Con 
troverſic between us, which you will undertake to prove to be as wniur- 
ſala tradition; as that of the Scriptures; you and I ſhall not differ astotk 
belicfof it. But think not to fob us oft with the tradition of the preſet 
Churchinſtcad of the Church of all ages, with the tradition of your Chud 
inſtead cf the Catholick, with the ambiguous teſtizronies of two or the 
of the Fathers, inſtead of the univerſal conſent of the Church ſince the #1 
files times. If Tihould once ſee you prove the Infallibility of your Chard, 
the Popes Supremacy, Invocation of Saints, Veneration of Images, the nec: 
ty of Celibate in the Clergy, a punitive Purgatory, the lawfulneſs of commu 
cating in one kind, the expediency of the Scriptures and Prayers being in # 
unknown tongue, the ſacrifice of the Maſs, Tranſubſtantiation (to namen 
moie) by as angqueſtionable and univerſal a tradition asthat whereby 
receive the Scriptures, I ſhall extoll you for the only perſon that ever dil 
any thing conſiderable on your fide, and I ſhall willingly yield my ſelfup 
as a Trophey to your brave attempts. Either then for ever forbear tome 
tion any ſuch things, as Univerſal Tradition among you as to any things, bt 
lides Scriptures, which carry a neceſſity with them of being believed 
practiſed ; or once for all undertake this task, and manife(t it as tothe 

things in Controverlic between us. Your next Paragraph (beſides whit 
hath been already diſcuſled in this Chapter concerning Apoſtolical trad: 
tion of Scripture) emptics it ſelf into the old ware mortunm of the forms 
obje and Infallible application of Faith, which I cannot think my {lf 
much at lealure to tollow you into, ſo often as you fall into it, When once 

| you 
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ou bring any thing that hath but the leaſt reſemblance of reaſor more 
than before, I ſhall afreſh conſider it, but not. till then, What next fol- 
lows concerning reſolving Faith into prime Apoſtolical Tradition nfallibly, 
without the Infallibility of the preſent Church, hath been already prevented 
by telling you, that his Lordſhip dothnot ſay, That the infalible Reſolu- 
tion of Faith is into that Apoſtolical Tradition, but into the Do@rine which is 
conveyed in the Books of Scripture from the Apoſtles times down to us, by an 
unqueſtronable Tradition, Your {tale Objection, That ther we ſhould want 
Dreine Certainty, hath been over and over anſwered ; and fo hath your 
next Paragraph, That if the Church be not infallible, we cannot be infallibly 
tertain, that Scripture is Gods'Word: and fo the remainder concerning Ca- 
nonical Books, Tt 1s an cafie matter to write great Books after that rate, 
to ſwell up your diſcourſes with needleſs repetitions ; but it is the miſery 
that attends a bad cauſe, and a bad ſtomach, to have unconcoed things 
brought up lo often, till we 2axſeate them. 

Your next offer is at the Vindication of the noted place of S. Auſtin, 7 
would not believe the Goſpel, &c. which (you lay ) cannot rationally be un- 
derſtood of Novices, Weaklings, and Donbters in the Faith. This being then 
theplace at every turn objected by you, and having before reſerved 
the diſcuſſion of it to this place, I ſhall here particularly and through- 
ly conſider the meaning of it. In order to which, three things muſt be 
Aired into. 

1. What the Controverſie was which $t. Auſtin was there diſcuſſing 

f 

2. What that Chnrch was which $t, Auſtin was moved by the Authority 

[ 

x 3. In what way and manner that Churches Authority did perſwade 
un £ 

1. Nothing ſeems mare neceſlary for underſtanding the __ 
this place, than a true ſtate of the —— which S. Auſtin was diſp 
ting of; and yet nothing leſs ſpoke to on either fide, than this hath been. 
We are therefore to conſider, that when Manes or Manichers began to 
appear in the world, to broach that ſtrange and abſurd Doctrine of his in 
the Chriſtzan world, which he had received from Terebinthus or Buddas, 
as he from Scythianus (who, if we belicue Epiphaniws, went to Jeruſalem 
in the Apoſtles times, to enquire intothe Doctrine of Chriſtianity, and diſ- 
= withthe Chriſtians about his Opinions) but eaſily foreleeing what 
ittle entertainment fo ſtrange a complexion of ablurdities would find in 
the C:riitian world, as long as the writings of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſt 
were received every where with that eſteem and veneration : Two wates 
he, or his more cunning Diſciples, bethought themſelves of, whereby to 
lellen the authority of thoſe writings, and ſo make way for the Doctrine 
of Manicheus, One was to difparage the Credvlity of Chriſtians, becauſe 
the Catholick Church inſiſted ſo _— on the neceſlity of Faith, whereas 
they pretended they would deſire men to believe nothing but what they 
gave them (ufficient reaſon for. But all this while, ſince the Chriſtians 
thought they had evident reaſon for believing the Scriptares, and conſe- 
quently none to believe the Doctrine which Nd oppole them; therefore 
they found it neceflary to go further, and to charge thoſe Copies of Scri- 
Pure with falſifications and corruptions, which were generally received 
among Chriſtians, But theſe are tully delivered by S. Auſtiz in his Book 
ae utilitate credendi, avvill appear to any one who looks into it 3 but the 
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latter is that which I aim at; this he therefore taxeth them for, Thu 


Nihil mibi videtnr ab iis impudentius dici ,vel 
at mitine loqua”, incarioſics & imbeciilins, 
quam Scripturas drvinas effe corrupt as , cum 
3d 1.1} zi tam receath memo id, extantibus 
eremola bus poſtint conrvinceres D, Avguſt. 


de Urulit. cred.c, 3. © 


with a great deal of impudence, or, to ſpeak mildly, with 
much weakneſs, they charged the SEriptures to be cor. 
rupted ;, and yet could not at jo ſmall a diſtance of ting 
prove any corruption by any Copies which were extan 
For, laith he,if they ſhould ſa,..1 hey would not embrars 
their writings, becauſe they were written by ſuch wh 


were not careful of writing Truth, their evaſion would be more ſi'y,and their g. 
rour more pardonable. But thus, it ſeems, they did by the Ads of th 
Apoſtles, utterly denying them to contain matter of Truth in them ; an 


the.reaſon was very cbvious for it, becaule that Bock gives ſo clear an ac 
count of the ſending the Spirit upon the Apoſtles, which the Mamechees 
pretended was tobc only accomplithed in the perſon of Manichews, And 


Duan multa ſoleant dicy: immixta efſe ſcri- 
pturis divinu, @ reſciv quibus c0:raptoribus 
wveritatys. IT> LE 
Voluat enim ncſcio ques Corruptiores dru'no- 
rum librorum ante ipfius Maniches tempora 
fuiſſe. 14. ib, : 

Corrupiſſe autem Nos, qui Fudeorum lege 
Evangelio miſcere cupiebaitte 


both before and after, S. Aſiin mentions it as their 
common ſpecch, That before the time of Manichzw 
there had been corrupters of the ſacred Books, who hat 
mixed ſeveral things of their own with what was wriz. 
ten by the Apoſtles, And this they laid upon the 
daizing Chriſtians, becauſe their great Pique wi 
againſt the 0/d Teſtament, and probably ſome furthe 
reaſon might be trom the Nazarene Goſpel; whercn 


many things were inſerted by ſuch as did Judaize. The ſame thin 
St. Auſtin chargeth them with, when he gives an account of their Here: 


Ipuſa. Novi Teſtamenti -Seriptiras tanquans 
infalſatas ia legunt, ut q10d voluerint inde 
= "% q 0d nolunt rejiciants Avg. he- 
rel. 46. | 

mana liam quid m &@ predicationt (hrifts & 
efſe cepit & nomiaait ; at veid Genea'og's 
adeo non eft 7vangeli umgut nec ipſe eqs (eri= 
ptor auſus furrit eam Evangelinm nomnare, 
Fauſtus apad Auguſt. c,Fauſtum, 1. 2.ivr, 
1. 3. 3nir. 1. 5. Nite 

ub fi: mufeſta vorirate iſt prefecantur ut 
0bſ"ſſi d [u-1dis verbs Santtarim Seriptura- 
rum, exitum in 18 ſallacie ſue reperive non 
poſſint;'d reſt nowum, quod prolatum eft;ſ al- 
/ um efſe reſ1 024ent. .c. Fauſtum. 1.11. C. 2, 


Ong autoritas [terarum optriri, guy ſacer 
liber evolvi, quod document um cupuſlibet 
Scrinture ad convincendes errores exert po- 
teſt, ſi bec 10x aamittitur, (6 altcumus ponde- 
11 «ſtimatur? 1d. ib. 


fie. Andthis likewiſe appears by the managemat 
of the diſpute between S. Auſtin and Fauſtus, who 
was much the ſubti]leſt man among th.m. Fauſly 
acknowledged no more to be Goſpel, than what contain- 
ed the Dottrine delivered by our Saviour, and therear 
denied the Genealogies to be any part of the Goſpel and 
afterwards diſputes againſt it, both in S. Aatthen, 
and S. Luke. And after this S. Anſtin notes it 4s ther 
uſual cuſtom, when they could not avoid a Teftimony 
Scripture, to deny it. Thus we ſee, what kind 
perlons theſe were, and what their pretences wer 
which S. Aſtin diſputes againſt, They embraced þ 
much of Scripture, as pleaſed them, and no more. 11 
this therefore S. An5/in returns theſe very ſubſtantil 
Anlwers, That if ſuch proceedings might be admitted, 
the Divine Authority of any Books could ſrenifie nothin 
at all for the convincing of errours, That it was mud 


more reaſonable, either with the Pagans, to deny the whole Bible, or wit 
the Jews, to deny the New Teſtament, than thus to acknowledge in gener 
the Books Divine, and 10 quarrel with ſuch particular paſſages as pinched 


them moſt , that if there were any ſuſpicion of corruption, they ought to pre 
duce more true Copies, and more ancient Books than theirs. or elſe be judged 
by the Original Languages, with many other things to the ſame purpoſe. To 
apply this now to the preſent place in diſpute, S. Anitir in that Bok 
againſt the EpiSte of AManichews, begins with the Preface to it, which 
1s made 1n imitation of the Apoitles rain, and begins thus, Manichew 
ApoStolus Iju Chriiti, providentid Dei Patris, &©c. TothisS. AnStiz faith, 
he believes no fach thing, as that Manichxus was an Apoitle of Jeſus Cbrift, 
and hopes they will not be angry with him for it; for he had learned of the 

not 


= mw K— ,} aq zH4 Ii, OA ls Aa. 


-s 


Chap. VII. The Proteflant VV ay of reſolving Faith. 2 PP 


Ce ee ee ee COON 


vot to believe witront reaſajr, And therefore deſires them to prove it - 2t 
may be (faith he) one of you may read me the Goſpel, - 
and thence perſwade me to believe it. But, what if you 


©; erg9 rauenies aliquem:, 


Or ern— — 


quiz E vangelto 


noadum credits, quid factres d:centi tibi, Noa 


ſoould meet with one, who, when you r ead the Goſpel, creda ? Ego vero evangelis non crederem, 

ſrould ſay to you, 1/ ao rot believe it. But, 1 ſhould not - - n yer" rg — COmmov'eret ants 
no as. IWOHS 10! emperau cd; | 

believe the Goſpel, if the Authority of the Church did 0008 £1.20 0D! eMper ah dicentibins, 


| * ; : c 1edut 4 Evargelio » Cy e15 non 0b! emerem die 
not move me < Whom therefore I obey in ſaying Be- <&entivus mibe, Nolt credere Manicheo ? CEP» 


Fundam, c. 5. 


lieve the Goſpel, ſbould T not obey in ſaying, Believe not 
Manichzus, The £xci/7or, we lee, is concerning the proving the. Apoi7le- 
ſoip of Maniche#us, which cannot in it ſelf be proved,but from ſome Records, 
which mult fpecitic luch an Apo7leſhip of his; and to any one who ſhould 
queſtion the anthenticalneſs of thole Kecords, it can only be proved by the 
teſtimony and conſent of the Catholick Church, without which S. AmuStin 
profetierh, he ſhould never have believed the Goſpel, 3.e. that theſe were 
the only true and undoubted Records, which are left us of the Dofirine and 
ations of Chriif., And he had very good reaſon to ſay fo; for otherwiſe 
the authority of thoſe Books ſhould be queſtioned every time any one, ſuch 
as Manichews, ſhould pretend himicit an Apoſtle : which Controverſies 
there can be no other way of deciding, but by the Teſtizrony of the Church, 
which hath received and embraced thele Copres from the time of their firſt 
publiſhing. And that this was. ArSt1z's meaning, will appear by teveral 
parallel placcs in his d7ſpztes againſt the 1/anichees, For inthe ſame chap- 
ter, ſpeaking concerning the AGs of the Apoitics, 


Which Book, (laith he) 1 mt believe, as well as the mend yr gr f — 
. : orlrog quonmajn ntramg, $6 1/tur: } i 
Goſpel, becauſe the fare C atholick Authority comments mibi Catholica commend at auihoritas, 1Þ, 


both;3.e, The ſame Teitimony of the Univerſal Church, 

which delivers the Goſpel as the authentich writings of the Evangeliſts, doth 
likewile deliver the As of the Apoitles for an authentick writing of one of 
the ſame Evangelists : Sothat there can be no reaſon to believe the one; 
and not the other. So when he Uiſputes againſt Farirzs, whodenied the 
truth of ſome things in S. Panl's Epiſtles; he bids him ſhew a trwer Copy 
than that the Catholick Church received, which Copy, it he ſhould produce, 
he defires toknow how he would prove it to be trzer to one that ſhould 
deny it. What world you do? (aith he) Whither 


would you turn your ſelf © What Original of your Book 
conld you ſhew £ What Antiquity, what Teſtimony of a 
ſucceſſor of perſons ſrom the time of the writing of it £ 
But on the contrary, What huge advantage the Ca- 
tholicks have; wie, by-a conſtant ſucceſiion of Biſhops 
in the Apoſtolical Sees, and by the conſent of ſo many 
people, have the Authority of the Church confirmed to 


Huid ages ? qud te convertes 7 quam 1ibk 
a te prolati 071g12ems quam vetuſtatemy Juan 
ſeriem ſucceS:ont teſtem citabis ? Aug. C 
Fauſtum, 1. 11, c, 2, 


Et wides in hae ve quid Beelefpe Catholice 
valeat authoritas , que ab ipſis fandatiſs: mis 
[errbus Apoſtolorum uſque ad botternum dren 
ſuccedentium fibimet Epiſcerorim ſerie, & 
tot popu.arum conſenſione firmatior, 1d. ibs 


them for the clearing the validity of its Teſtimony con- 

cerning the Records of Scripture. And after laies down Rules for the 

trying of Copies, where therc appears any ditterence between them, viz. 

by comparing them with the Copies of other Countries, from whence the Do- 
drine originally came, and if thoſe Copies vary too, the more Copies ſhould be 
preferred before the fewerthe ancienter before the latter : If yet any uncertain- 
ly remains, the original Language wmt be conjulted, This is, in cale a Que- 
ſtion ariſeth among the acknowledged authentical Copies of the Catholick 


Ita fs de fide 
exemplarium 
que/ito Vertee 
rebar ficut 4k 
n0nnnllis, que 
& paiice ſunt, 
& Sacrarum 
Literarum ſtu 
diofis notifhume 


ſxtentia ram varietates, wil ex alinrim Regionum conicibir, unde ipſa Doftiina commeauit, noilia anbitatie dijudicauee 


ur; wel, f ibiquoque codices variarent, p'uves pancioribits , avt wetuſtatiores recentioribus preferrentus 
Weerta Varkitas , precedens l:37 44a wide illud intrrhnetariom Of (onſuleritur Id, ib, 


Fi 2 Church, 


: & fs adbuc 
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Church, (in which caſe we ſce, henever ſends men to the 7»falible Teſtim, 
ny of the Church, tor certainty as to the 7; ruth of the Copies) but if the Que. 
ſtion be, Whether any writing it ſclf be anthentical or no, then it ſtand, 
to the greateſt reaſon, that the Teſtimony of the Catbolick Church ſhould 


be relyed on, which, by reaſon of its /arge ſpread, and continual Succeſring 
from the very time of thoſe writings, cannot but give the molt indubitah}; 
Teſtimony concerning the authenticalneſs of the writings of the Apoit, 
and Foangeliſts, And were it not for this Teitimony, S. AuStiz might 
juſtly ſay, He ſhonld not believe the Goſpel; i. e. Suppoſe thoſe writing, 
which contain the Goſpel in them (for it is = he ſpeaks of therr, and ng 
the DoFrine abſtrattly confidered) ſhould have wanted that conſent o 
the Catbolick Church, that it had not been delivered down by a conſtary 
ſucceſſion of all Ages fromthe Apoſtles, and were not received among the 
Chriſtian Churches, but ſtarted out from a few perſons who ditter trom 4 
Chriftian Churches, as this Apoſtleſip of Manichexs did; he might juſtly 
queſtion the Truth of them. And this I take to be trueſt and moſt nate. 

ral account of theſe ſo much eontroverted words of S. Auſtin 5 by which 

ſenſe the other two Queſtions are eatily anſwered : for it is plain, S. Auſt 

means not the judgement of the preſent Church, but of the Catholick Char 

in the moſt comprehenſive ſenſe, as taking in all ages and places, or ini 

centins his words, Succeſſion, Univerſality, and Conſent 5, and it further 

pears, that the influence which this Authority hath, is ſufficient to indue 

Ailent to the thing atteſted inall perſons who conſider it, in what age, 

pacity, or condition ſoever. And therefore, if in thisſenle you extend; 

beyond Novices and Weaklings, 1 ſhall not uppotc vou in it ; but ita 

not be denied, that it is intended chictly for doxbters in the Faith, becauk 

the defign of it is to give men ſatisfaction as tothe reaſo why they ought 

to beljeve. But neither you, nor any of thoſe you call Catholick Authow, 

will ever beableto prove, that S. ArSti;z by thele words ever dreamt 

any infallible Autherity in the prefent Church, as might be abundant 

proved from the chapter foregoing, where he gives an account of his be 

ing in the Catholick Church, from the Conſent of People and Nations fron 

that Authority which was begun by miracles, nouriſhed by hope, increaſed, 

charity, confirmed by continuance, which certainly are not the expreſſion 

of one who reſolved his Faith into the 7nfal/ible Teſtimony of the preſent 

Church, And the whole ſcope and defign of his Book de utilitate credendi, 

doth evidently refute any ſuch apprehenfion,as might be eaſily manifeſted, 

were it not too large a ſubject for this place, where we only examine the 

meaning of S. Auſtin in another Book. The ſubſtance of which, is, that 

That ſpeech ofhis doth not contain a reſolution of his Faith, as to the Di 

vinity of Christs Dorinz; but the reſolution of it, as to the Truth and a 

thenticalneſs of the writings of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts, which we ac: 

knowledge tobe into the Teſtimony of the Catholick Church, in the molt 

large and comprehenſive ſenſe. 

The next thing we come to conlider.js, an Abſurdity you charge on hs 
Lordſhip, viz. That if the infallible Authority of the Church be not admitted 
in the Reſolution, he muſt have recourſe to the private Spirit, which (you lay) 
though he wonld ſeem to exclude ſrom the ſtate of the Queſtion, yet he falls int0 
it under the ſpecions title of Grace , ſo that he only changeth the words, but ad- 
ztits the ſame thing, for which you cite p. -23, 84. That therein his Lord: 


ſhip ſhould averr, that where others uſed to ſay, They were infallibly reſolves 


that Scripture was Gods Word, by the Teitimony of the Spirit within thew jos 
b 
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ie hath the ſame aſſurance by Grace, Whether you be not herein guilty of 
abufing his Lordſhip by a plain perverting of his meaning,will be beſt ſeen 
by producing his words. A man (faith he) 75 probably led by the Authority P+ 33 
: by he preſent Church, as by the first informing, inducing, perſmading means. to 
\olieve the Scripture to be the Word of God : But, when he hath itudied, conſt- 
dered, and compared this Word with it ſelf,and with other writings, with the 
help of ordinary Grace, and a mind morally induced, and reaſonably erſwaded 
ly the Voice of the Church, the Scripture then gives greater and higher reaſons 
of C redibility to it ſelf, than Tradition alone could give. And then he that 
believes, rejolocs his last and full aſſent , that Scripture is of Divine Anthority, 
into internal erguments found in the letter it ſelf, though found by the help and 
diretfion of Tradition without, aud Grace within, Had you not a great 
mind to calumniate, who could pick out of theſe words, That the Biſhop re- 
ſolved his Faith into Grace? Can any thing be more _ than the contra- 
ryisfromthem, when in the moſt perſpicuous terms he ſays, that the lai? Re- 
= /olntionof F aith is into internal arguments, and only ſuppoſeth Tradition aud 
© Grace as neceſſary helps for the finding them £ _ you not then as well 
KF havefaid, That his Lordſhip, notwithſtanding his zeal againſt the Infali- 
bility of Tradition, is fain to rclolve his Faith into it at Jaſt, as well as fay, 
that he doth it ito Grace; for he joyns theſe two together ? Burt, Is not 
. © poſſibleto aflert the Uſe and Necefity of Grace, in order to Faith, but the 
© litRcolution of it muſt be intoit ? Do not all your Divizes, as well as 

E curs, ſappoſe anil prove the Neceſſity of Grace, in order to believing; and, 
Are they not equally guilty of having recourſe to the private Spirit ® Do 
you really think your telf, that there is any thing of Divine Grace in Faith 
orno? If there be, free your Selt then from the private Spirit, and you 
do his Lordſhip. For ſhame then forbear ſuch piriful calumnies; which, 
ifthey have any truth in them, You are as much concerned as Your ad- 
verlary in it. You would next perſwade us, That the Relator never comes 
near the main difficulty, which ( ſay you ) is, if the Church be ſuppoſed fal- 
lible in the 'iradition of Scripture, how it ſhall be certainly known, whether 
de facto. ſbe now errs not in her delivery of it If this be your grand dif- 
fculty, it is ſufficicntly aſloiled already, having largely aniwered this Que- 
ſtion 727 terzztris, in the preceding Chapter. 

You ask further, hat they are to do who are unreſolved which is the true 
Charch ; as though it were neceffary for men to know which is the trxe 
Clarch, before they can believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God 2 but 
when we altert the tradition of the Church to be neceſſary tor believing 
the $:riptures, we do not thereby underſtand the particular Tradition of 
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N any particular Chxrch whoſe judgement they mult rely on, but the Ur- 
1 werſal Tradition of all Chriſtians though this mult be firſt made known in 
AG lome particular Society, by the means of ſome particular perſons, though 
oft their authority doth not oblige us to believe, but only are the means 

whereby men come acquainted with that Vniverſal Tradition, And 
hi therefore your following dilcourle concerning the knowing the true Church 
ted by its motives is Goakbd: for we mean no other Church than the Com- 


y) munity of Chriitians inthis Controverhie; and, if you ask me, By what mo- 
mil tives I come to be certain which is a Community of Chriſtians, and which of 
a Makumaetans, and how one ſhould be known ſrom another, I can ſoon reſolve 
nd- 0a: But we arc ſofar from making it necellary to know which particular 
v8 ſociety of Chriſtians in oppoſition to others, is the trxe Church for reſolving 
this queſtion, that we look on it as a great argument of the Credibility 

be AS 
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1s well as Univerſality of this Tradition, that all theſe dittering SOieties 
conſent in it. And not only they, but the greateſt oppolers of Chriſtiani. 
ty, Jews, or Philoſophers, could never ſee any reaſon to call in queſtion ſuch 
41 Tradition, 

His Lordſhip the better to repreſent the uſe of Tradition 1n the laſt re. 
ſolution of Faith makes 5 of this illuſtration, That as the knowledge of 
Grammer and Logick 3s neceſſary in order to the making a Demonſtration, yt 
the knowledge of the —_— is not reſolved into Grammer or Logick , by 
into the immediate principles out of which it is deduced : So a mans firit pre. 
parative to Faith is the Churches Tradition, but his full and lait ajjent is ve. 


ſolved into the internal arguments of Scriplure, This you quarrel With, 


and tell us, There is not the ſame Analog y between Logick and Church Tradj. 
tion; your meaning, I ſuppole is, becauſe Logickdoth Phyſieally by inlarg. 
ing the underſtanding fit men for demonſtrations, but Church-Tradition 
cannot enable men to underſtand the Scripture. Eur cannot you cafil; 
diſcern. that Aralogy which his Lordſhip brought this 11luſtration for, 
which is, that ſome things may be nccellary preparatives for knowledge, 
which that kzowledge 15 not refolved into, Is not this plain in Logich, 
and is it not as plain between Tradition and Scripture ? For though Tre 
dition doth not open our eyes to {ce this light, yet it preſents the object ty 
us to be fecn, and that in an unqueſtionable manner, But for all this,fy 
you, 4 man mujt either receive it on the ſole authority of Church-Tradition, 
be as much in the dark as ever. Why fo ? Is there any repugnancy 1n the 
thing,that Scripture ſhould be recerved firſt upon the account of Traditi 
on, and yet afterwards men reſolve their Faich into the Scripture it (el; 
May not a man very probably believe that a Diamond is ſent him from: 
Friend upon the teſtimony of the A7c/czger who brings it, and yet he 
firmly perſwaded of it, by diſcerning the Sparkling of it ? Brt. 6 you 
further, The Scriptures themſelves appear n0 wore to be the I or'l of God, the 
the Stars to be of a certain dcterminate number, or the di{lintfion of colomi 
to a blind man, If this approach not tothe 1:ighelt blaſphemy againſt the 


So 


Scripture, T know not what doth. He that ſhall compare this ſayingd 
yours, with that in the precedent Chapter, That if Chrift had mot left th 
Church Infallible,he might be accounted an Impoſior and Deceiver, may eaf- 
ly gueſs how much of AKeligior you believe in your heart, when on fo (mal 
occalions you doo openly diſparage both Ckriſt and the Scriptures, Itis 
well yet, your Churches Infallibility can ſtand on no better terms than 
theſe are, which will be ſuthcient to keep any who have any true ſenſed 
the truth and excel/ency of Chriſt and the Scriptures trom hearkening toi, 
But are you in good earneſt when you ſay, that Scriptures themſelves ap 
pear no more to be the Word of God, than the diſtinition of colours to 4 blind 
man, Which is as much as nothing at all ? Is there nothing at all in the ex: 
cellency of the DoGrine and Precepts contained in the Scriptures, nothing in 
thole clear «7coveries of God and our ſelves, nothing in all thoſe tranſadi- 
ons between God and men, zothing in that Covenant of Redemption be: 
tween God and z:an through Chriſt, nothing 1n the clear accompliſhment 
and fulfil/ine of iu =; nothing in that admirable ſtrain and ſtyle which 
s Intie writings, #otÞing in that harmonious-conſent which is diſcovered 
in writers of teveral ages, intereſts, places, and conditions, 2othing in that 
edunrable efficacy which the DeGrine 0: it hath upon the ſouls of mien to 
periwade them torenounce lin, the world, and themſelves tor the ſake of 
it 3 isthere othing more (1 lay) in a'l thele, which makes the Scriptme 
appear 
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appear to be the Word of God, than the diſtin(tion of colours to 4 blind man? 
Could you afloon think to account the ſtarrs as dilcern any thing of Divi- 
nity from theſe things 11 the Scriptures 7 It your eyes were as blind as your 
mderſtanding, could you aflgon diſtinguiſh white from black , as the Scri- 
ture from the Alcorar, if they were both prelented to you to read, and 
judge of them according to the evidence you found inthem ? Is it poſlible 
1 man that owns himſelf a Chriſtian, (hould utter luch opprobrious lan- 

age of the Scripture. You had been before ſpeaking what honour you 
give to the Scripture, notwithſtanding you pretend your Church Infallible, 
and1had mentioned fome of thoſe patlages which occurr in your writers 
in diſparagement of them : but I muſt needs fay they all fall ſhort of 
this; the Noſe of Wax, the Inky Divinity, the Lesbian rule, are Courtlike 
expreſſions to this of yours 3 for this puts no ditlerence in the world be- 
tween the Scriptare and the Alcoran, if your Church ſhould propound the 
one as Well as the other, For you could not poſlibly fay worſe of the 
Alcoran, then that of it ſelf it appeared no more to be the Word of God, than 
diſtinFion of colours to a blind man... 1 might hcre ſend you to be chaſtiſed 
for this inſolent Atheiſtical expretſion to the Primitive Fathers, who ſpeak 
ſo much in admiration of the exce/ency of. Scriptures, who did vindicate 


| them from all aflaults of the Heather Philoſophers. I might ſend you to 


thoſe of your own party, who if they have any love or tendernels for C:rj- 
ſtian Relegion will not ſuffer ſuch paſlages to paſs without the molt ſevere 
rebukes : I might ſuftcicntly prove the contrary from the arguments uled 
againſt 4 theiſts by Bellarmine and others; but Ithall content my ſelf with 
that noble and Chriſtian confeſſion of your Gregory de Valentia, trom 
whem you might learn more piety and modelty towards the Sacred 
Scriptures. There being many things in the Do@rine 
of Chriſtianity it Jo, which of themſelves may concili- 
ate belief” and autLority, yet that ſeems the greateſt to 


_— 


Cum wiilta fiat in ipſi Doftrind Chriſtians 
que ipſa per ſe fidem ill &+ anteritatem con- 
c:ltare poſſint, tamen mibi maximum illud eſſe 


me ( a hath been olſerved by Clement of Alexandria, 
Lattantins and others ) that I know not with what ad- 


mirable force, but moſt divize, it affes the hearts of 


men, and ſtars them up to vertue. It is written with 
great ſimplicity, and without almoſt any artifice or or- 
nament of ſpeech 5 which is an argument that its au- 
thority is not humane but ' Divine ,, for no humane 
writmg hath any power on the minds of men without a 
great deal of art and eloquence, How many things 
are there in this ingenuous and pious confeſſion of 


widetur, ( ut a Clement. Alex & & Lattant, 
&+ ab als eft obſervatum) quod ſud neſcia 
qua aamrani vis airvine provſus hominum 
animos afficit, atq;, ad virtutem impettit. Eſt 
ſcripta verbss ſimolicibus, &- caret ſert avti= 
ficio orationts & ornaments; aibilomians ita 
vehementer lectorss mentem commovet » ut 
nllz ata doctrina. DOnod arguments eff, 
ilins autoritatem emniao D:vinam eſſe, &+ 
nox bumanam; hec enum fine verhorum arte, 
& 0411008 quaſy (enoeiails, ad efficiendum 
an1morum motium no4 valet. Greg de Valen« 
tia, Analyſ, fidei. 1.x c.25, 


this learned Jeſuite, which might, if you have any ſhame left, make you 
ſenfible of the Blaſphemy of your former expreſſion. For, 1. He faith; 
there are many things in the do@rine of Chriſtianity which for themſelves 
may conciliate our bclief, and manifeſt their authority : If for themſelves, 
then certainly the Scriptures of themſelves have a great deal more evi- 
dence, that they are the Word of God, than the diſtinition of colours to a 
blind man. 2, That the peculiar ftrain and gerizs of Scripture argues 


ſomething Div1»e in it, becauſe, notwithſtanding its ſimplicity it hath 
great power aid citicacy on the minds of men 3 tar beyond. arg humane 
art or Rhetorick, 3. That this may be difcerned in the very Books of 
Scripture without the ſuppoſition of the authority of any Church ;, for he 


mentions tlic Doctrine meerly as written, and what may be found by rhe 
reading of it. Go then, and learnſome piety and ingenuity (where it is 
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; ſo Ealome whe Jearned) from a Jeſurte, and think not that we ſhall ever 


have the meaner thoughts of the Scriptare for ſuch bold expreſſions; but, 
we can cafily ſee, that the Ifal/ibility of the Church, and the Honour of 
Scripture cannot poſſibly ſtand together. 

Your ſubſequent diſcourſe conſiſts of ſome rare pieces of ſubtilty, which 
may be reſolved into theſe conſequences; If your Church of Rome hath g. 
red as to the number of Canorfical Books, then the Catholick Church,ever ſing 
Chriits time, hath erred; ifthe Church may erre, then we cannot be certain 
but ſhe hath erred ;, if we can have no infallible certainty, then we can hay 
one at all ; Theſe conſequences your diſcourſe to n. 5. may be reſolved 
into; and make good ever a one of them, I will ſay you have proved fone 
thing; which is more than you have done yet. 

N. 5. You obje& againſt his Lordſhip, That he requires ſo many thing, 
in order to the reſolution of Faith, that he makes none capable of it, but mey 
of extraordimary parts and learning. To which I anſwer, that his Lord: 
ſhip is not undertaking to give an account of the Faith of rude or iliterat 
perſons, but ſuch a one as may ſatisfie men of parts and learning, 7. e. heen- 
deayoured to lay down the true rational account of it, and not to enquire 
how far Ged obligeth cvery man that comes to Heaven, to a critical Reſe. 
lIntion of his Faith, And therefore for the generality of ſuch perſons wh 
heartily believe the Truth of Scriptures, but are not able to give a clex 
and fatisfattory account of it to others; I anſwer, as S. Aſtin did in the 
ſame caſe, Ceteram quippe turbam non intelligendi vivacitas, ſed credend 
ſumpliczzas tutiſſemam facit : That God requires not from the common for 
of believers, the ſubtilty of Speculation, but the ſimplicity of Faith ; which 
may be very firm even in them from the reading of Scriptures, and hear 
mg the DoFrine of it plainly delivered to them, though they are notabl: 
to give ſuch accounts of their Faith, which may be ſatisfactory to any but 
themſelves. So welſay, That the way is ſo plain, that mean capacitiermy 
not erre therein. But, I wonder at you, of all men, that you ſhould charg 
our way with 7tricacy, who lead men into ſuch perplexities and diffeul 
ties, before they can be ſatisfied that they ought to belicve ; for to thi 
end you make the infallible Teſtimony of the Church neceſlary:and,how ms 
ny mſuperable difficulties are there before one can be aſſured of that? firl, 
he muſt know your Church to be the Trae Church, and this muſt be prove 
by a continual ſucceſſor: of Paſtors in your Church, and by a conformityd 
your DoFrine with the Ancients; and, Do you think theſe two are not 
very eaſje introductions to Faith, like the taking Zome in ones way, togo 
from Tork to London; but, though a man ſhould pull down a Hoſe to 
find a Key toopcnit,and after he had ſearched in all the rubbiſh of antipt 
ty, find enough to perſwade him yours may be a True Church, yet he is 
far from believing as ever, unleſs he finds a way through another Trq 
door for his Faith, whichis, that yours, though a particular Church, is yet 
the only Catholick Church, i.e, that the firſt room he comes in, is infallh 
the whole houſe, and therefore he never needs look further. Burt, fu 
ling this, yet if he doth not believe this Church to be infallible in all it lays 

he had as good never come into it ; and therefore he muſt believe ſtren 
oully, That whatever it ſays, is infallibly Trae, which being fo harda tak 
(as for a man that ſees a houſe half down betore his eyes, to believe it cal 
never fall) it had need have ſome good buttreſſes to ſupport it, and at lalt 
finds nothing but ſome feeble Motives of Credibility, which ſignifie no 
thing as to the Church, but might have been ſtrong enough, if ſet in the 
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right place, 272, not to ſupport the Church, but to prove the truth of Chri- 
{jan Do&rine. Thelc, and many other itrigzes, which I have former- 
ly diſcovered, do unavoidably attend the reſolution of your Faith, amon 
all perſons who profeſs to belicve on the account of your Churches Inf l. 
litility. 

What follows next concerning Grace, is already anſwered : What cer- 
tainty we have that Scripture is of Divine Revelation, and conſequently / 
what obligation Iyes upon men to believe it, are things largely dif- 
courſed on in the beginning of this Chapter ; andT ſhall ſuppoſe Micient- 
ly cleared, till you ſhew me reaſon to the contrary : By which it will ap- 
pear (contrary to what followsn. 6.) that we have the highef? reaſons or 
motives of Credibility, to aſſent ro the Truth, and Divine Authority of the 
Scriptures. | | 

But you proceed to an attempt of ſomething new; which is,ina long ha- g, x2. 
rangue tO diſprove his Lordſhips Opinion of reſolving Faith into that Di- 
vine Light which appears in Scripture. This you infilt on from n. 6. to n.8. 
the ſubſtance of all which diſcourſe, I ſuppoſe, may be reduced to theſe 
three things. 1. That though the Scripture be called a Light, yet that 3s to be 
underſtood only of thoſe who own its authority. 2, That the Scripture cannot 
ſhew it ſelf to be an Tnfallible Light. 4. That if there were ſuch Light in Scri- 
tare, all others would ſee it as well as he. Before I come to a particular 
handling of each of thele, it will be neccflary to conſider, What it is which 
his Lordſhip means by this Divine Light in Scripture; for, there is nothing 
cauſeth more confuſion in the diſcourſes and apprehenſions of men, than 
the applying A/ctaphors taken from the ſenſe to the aFs of the Underitand- 


4 way wholly ſuitable to thoſe of ſexſe. We are not therefore to conceive, 
therecan be any thing in Divine Truths, which ſo immediately doth dif- 
cover it {clf to the mind, as /ight doth to the ege. But that only which 
bears proportion to the /zght in the mind, 1s reaſoz 3 for mens minds being 
diſcurſive, and not intuitive, they do not behold the truth of things by 
immediate intuition, but by fuch reaſon and arguments as do induce and 
perlwade to allent. We arenot thercfore to imagine any ſuch Light in 
—_— that doth as immediately work upon the underſtanding, as the 
Licht of the $12 doth on the organs of ſight 3 and therefore that common 
ſpeech, that Light doth diſcover it ſelf as well as other things, is in this ſenſe 
improperly applied to the Linderſtanding ; for, whatever is diſcovered to 
the mind ina diſcurſive manner, as all Objects of Faith are, muſt have ſome 
antecedent evidence to it fclf, which muſt be the ground of the act of aſ- 
ſent. That therefore which is called the Divine Light of Scripture, is, I 
ſuppoſe that rational evidence which is contained in the Books of Scripture, 
whereby any reaſonable man may be perlwaded that theſe Books are of 
Divine Authority. Now that herein I ſay nothing beyond or belides his 
Lordſhips meaning and intention, will appear by his own diſcourſe on this 
ſubject. For 1. His Lordſhip defignedly dilproves that Opinion that 
Scripture ſhould be filly and ſufficiently known as by Divine and Infallible Te- P.69.ſ& 16; 
ſtimony, lumine proprio, by the reſplendency of that Light which it hath in it * 0. 
ſelf only, and by the witneſs that it can ſogive to it ſelf. Becanſe, as there is 
no plat in Scripture that tells us ſuch Books containing ſuch and ſuch particu- 
lars, are the Canon and Infallible Will of God: ſo, if there were any ſuch 
Place, that could be noſufjicient proof ; tor, a man may juſtly ask another Book, 
to bear witneſs to that, aud ſo in infinitum. Again, this inbred Light of ' 
Gg Scripture 
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| Scripture is a thing coincident with Scripture it ſelf, and ſo the Principles ang 


the Concluſion in this kind of proof ſhould be entirely the ſame, which cannot be 
Beſides, if this inward Light were ſo clear, how could there have been any va. 
riety among the ancient Believers, touching the authority of 5, you, and g 
Judes Epiſtles, and the Apocalypſe, &&c. For certainly the Light which is ;, 
the Scripture ,was the ſame then which now it is. On thele reaſons then, we 
ſee, his Lordſhip not only difelaims, but diſproves ſuch knowing the Seri. 
pture meerly by the Light within. Two things then I hence interr, which 
will be very necellary to clear his Lordſhips meaning. 1. That he ng 
where attributes ſuch an i»ward Light to Scripture, that by it ſelf it can dif, 
cover that theſe Books are from God. 2.That where his Lordſhip mentions 


. this Light moſt, he ſuppoſeth Tradition antecedent to it, as appears by his 


P. 101.1, 32, 


whole diſcourſe. From whence I gather this to have been the plainelt ac. 
count of his way of reſolving Faith, as I have already intimated,visz, that 
the reſolution of Faith may be conſidered two wales 3 into the Books, and 
into the DoFrine contained in them. The reſolution into the Books, mult,gf 
neceſſity, ſuppoſe Tradition, and rely upon it 3 and this kind of reſolutiox 
of Faith, cannot be into any ſelf-evidence, or internal Light : but, ſuppoſing 
the Books owned on the account of Traditzor,it the Queſtion be concery. 
ing the Divinity of the Do@rine, then he alerts, that the reſolution of thi 
is Into the Divine Light of Scripture, 7.e. into that rational evidence which 
we find of the Divinity of it, in theſe Books which are owned on the ac. 
count of Tradition. 

And that this is his Lordſhips meaning, appears 2. By his own Teſt- 
mony, who was beſt able to explain himſelf; for, when he goes aboutty 
confirm his Opinion by the Teſtimonies of the Fathers , he tells us, Thi 
was the way which the ancient Church ever uſed, namely, Tradition, or Ecle- 
faftical Anthority firit, and then all other arguments, but eſpecially intern, 
from the Scripture it ſelf. And,for this firſt, inftanceth in S. Auguſtine, wh 
(faith he) gives four proofs all internal to the Scripture it ſelf, whicha:, 
Firs, The Miracles, Secondly, That there is nothing carnal in the Dofrim. 
Thirdly, Fulfilling of Prophecies. Fourthly, The efficacy of it for converſions 
the world, All theſe we ee he inſtanceth in, as internal arguments, and 
therefore make up that which he calls Divixe Light. So that all that he 
mcans by this Licht of Scripture, 1s only that rational evidence of the Divi 
rity of the Dodrine, which may be diſcovered in it,or deduced fromit. 

Having thus explained his Lordſhips meaning, it will be no matter df 
difficulty torcturn an Awlwer to the particulars by you alledged. 

1. You ſay, That when Scripture js ſaid to be a Light by the Royal Dn 
phet, it is tobe underſtood in this ſenſe,Becanſe, after we have once receivedit 
Jrem the infallible Authority of the Church, it teacheth what we are to do and 
belicve, But, 1. Doth not the Scripture ſufficiently teach what we ate 
to do and bclieve, ſuppoſing it not received onthe infallible Authority 

the Church ? doth thatadd any thing tothe Light of Scripture 2 Or, do 
you ſuppolc the neceeſlity of infallibly believing it on the Churches Auth 
ritz, bctorc one can diſcern what it teacheth us todo and believe ? 

2. What ground have you, in the leaſt, to imagine, that David ever 
bclicved the Scripture on the 7fal/ible authority of the Church : That he 
doth ſuppoſe it to be Gods Word, when kefaith, It is a Light to his feet, | 
deny not; but that he ſhonld ſuppoſe it to be fo, becauſe the Church did in- 
tallibly tell im it was fo, is a moſt ungrounded Aflertion. Had he not 
luthcient evidence that the Law was from God, by thoſe many nq_—_—_ 

able 
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able and ſtupendovs Miracles, which attended the delivery of it > Was 
not the whole conſtitution and government of the Jewiſh Nation, an im- 
pregnable argument that thoſe things were true, which were recorded in 
their Books? Did ever the Jewiſh Santedrin, High Prieſt, or others, ar- 
rogate tO themſelves any fallible Teſtimony , 1n delivering the Books of 
Moſes to the people 2 The molt you can ſuppoſe of a ground of certain- 
ty among them, was from that Sacred Record of the Book of the Law, 
which was kept inthe 4rk ; And how could they know that was Authen- 
tick, but from the ſame 7radition, which conveyed the Miracles of Moſes 
to them ? So thar nothing like any infallible Authority, of a Church was 
looked on by them as necetlary to believe the Law to have been from 
God. 3. Suppohng it from tradition unqueſtionable, that the Law was 
from God, thote incomparable directions which were in it might be a great 
confirmation to Davids Faith, that it was his Word. Which is that he 
intends, in theic wor as, 1/9 Uþ ord is 4 light to my feet ,&-c, to ſhew that ex-+ 
cellency and pt1{picuity which was in his Word, that it gave him the beſt 
directions tor ordering his converſation. And this is all which his Lord- 
ſhip means, it:at tothoſe, who, by the advantage of Tradition, have al- 
ready venerable thoughts ct Scriptzre ;, the ſerious converting with it.doth 
highly advance them, and cltablith their belief of it, as that Fazth is there- 
by clinched which was driver in by education. And therctore, when he 
faith, That Light diſcovers its felf as well as other things, he prelentiy adds, 
wot till there hath been a preparing inſtruifion what Light it is. Thus (he faith) 
tle Tradition of the Church is the firſt moral motive to belief : But the belief it 
ſelf, that Scripture 4s the Word of God, reſts upon Scrip ture, when a man 
nds it to anſwer and exceed that which the Church gave inTeſtimony. 
For this his Lordthip cites Or/ger, who, though much nearer the prime 
Tradittcn than we are, yct being to prove that the Scriptures were infpi- 


red from God, he laith, De bor aſſegnabimus ex ipſts Scripturis Divinis, que Ocig. 
nos compei enter moverint, Oc. We will mention thoſe things out of the ſa- Xara ci. 


cred Scriptures, which have perſwaded ws, &c. To this you anſwer, Though 


Origen prove by the Scriptures themſelves, that they were inſpired from God, + %: 


jet doth bo never avew, that ihis conld be proved ont of them, unleſs they were 
received by the ini'+l,ab!e Authority of the Church, Which Anſwer is very 
unreaſona#tc. cor 71. Jt might be juſtly expected that his Lordſhip had 
producec an exprets Teſtimony to his purpole out of Origez, you ſhould 
have broylt ome other as clear for his believing Scripture on the 
Churckes Int allibility, which you are fo far trom, that you would putus to 
prove a Negti2/e ; But, if you will deal tairly,and as you ought to do, pro- 
duce your | c{:1monies out of him, and the relc of the Fathers concerning 
your Churckes Hiilailibility. Tillthen, excuſe us if we take their exprels 
words, and Icave you r9 gather 1fa//zbility out of their latent meanings. 
2. What doth: your Infallibility conduce to the believing Scriptures for 
themſelves For, you fav, The Scriptures cannot be proved by themſelves to 
be Gods Word, wnlcſs they were recerved by the infallible Authority of the 
Church; it ſeems then, at they be lo rccerved, they may be proved by 
themlelves to be Gods Word, Are thoſe proots by themſelves fufhcient for 
Faith or no ? It net, they are very lender proots : if they be, What need 
your C/nrches Infullibility £ Unicts you will fuppole, no man can diſcern 
thole proofs without your Churches Teſtimony 5 and then they are not 
proofs by therijelves, but from your Churches Infallibility z which may 
lerve for one acccition more to the {cap of your Contradifions, His Lord- 
Gg 2 ſhip 
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ſhip aſſerting the /aft reſolution of Faith to be into [imply Divine Authe;j. 
ty, citesthat ſpeech of Herr. 4 Gandavo, That in the Primitive Church, whey 
the Apoſtles themſelves ſpake, they did believe principally for the ſake of God, 
and not the Apoſtles ;, from whence he inferrs,Tf, where the Apeſt les theraſelves 
ſpake, the laſt reſolution of Faith was into God, and not into theniſchues oy 
their onn account; much more ſhall it now be into God, and not the Preſen 
Church, and into the writin£s of the Apoſtles, than into the words of their fac. 
cejjors made up into Tradition, All that you anſwer, is, That this areumy 
muſt be ſolved by the Biſhop, as well as you, becauſe he hath granted the auth jj. 
ty of the Apoſtles was Divine 4s well as you, Was there ever a mere ſenſe. 
leſs Anſwer! Doth Gandavo deny the Apoſtles anttority to have be 
Divine: Nay, Doth he not imply it, when he ſaith, Men did not beliey: 
for the Apoſtles ſakes, but for Gods, who ſpake by them. As S. Panl ſaig 
Tou received our word, not as the word of wen, but as it is indeed the bi ord 
God. How the Biſhop ſhould be concerned to anſwer tis, is beyond my $i] 
to imagine.* If Origen ſpeaks to ſuch as believed the Scriptures tobe the Wa} 
of God; fo doth the Biſhop too, viz. on the account of Tradition and Edu. 
cation. If Origen endeavoured by thoſe proofs to confirm and (cttl 
their Faith, that is all the Bz/op aims at, that a Faith taken up on the 
Churches Tradition, may be ſettled and confirmed by the internal argy. 
ments of Scripture. But, how you ſhould from this dilcourle aſtert, 14 
the Authority of the Church wnſt be infallible in delivering the Scripture, i 
again beyond my reach, neither can I poſitbly think what ſFould bear the 
face of Premiſes toſuch a Concluſion. Unlels it be, if Origen alert, Thattl 
Scriptures may be believed for themſclues, if Gandavo ſaith, That the rejols 
tion of Faith wmuſt be into God himſelf, then the Churches Authority muſcle 
znfallible ;, but it appears already, that the premiſes are true, and whit | 
then remains but therefore, &c. which may indeed be liſted among you | 
rare argumentztions for 1nfallibility. 
2. 1 kat Scripture cannot manifeſt it ſelf to be an infallible Light ; the prod 
of which i3the deſign cf your following diſcou ſe. Wherein you firſt Gur- {WF 7 
rel with the Biſl.op for his arguing ſrom the Scriptures being a Light; fi ( 
thence (you lay) it will on!'y follow, that the Scripture manifeſts it ſelf tak a 
a Light, which you grant, but that it ſhould manifeſt it ſelf to be an infalliil V 
Light you deny, for (ſay you) unleſs ke could flew that there are no tn WW " 
Lights, ſave the Word of God, and ſuch as are infallible, he can never ma t 
good his conſequence, For in Seneca, Plutarch, Ariſtotle, you read my WW 
Lights, and thoſe manifeſt themſelves to be Lights; batt they do not therefun 
manifeſt themſelves to be infallible Lights. The ſubſtance of your argument 
lyes in this, The Scripture diſcovers the Being of God ;, ſo doth the Talmul 
and Alcoran, as well as it; the Scripture delivers abundance of moral inſtt 
Gions, but theſe may be found in multitudes of other Beoks, both of Chriſtian, 
and ;ews, and Heathens :, and as we do not thence inferr, that theſe Books art 
infallible, ſo neither can we that the Scriptures are. This is the utmoſt 0 
ſenſe or reaſon, which I can extract out of your diſcourſe 3 which reduced 
into Fore, will come to this. If the Scriptures contain nothing in then, 
but what may be found in other Books that are not infallible, then the 
£criptuves cannot ſhew themſelves to be 7xfallible ; but the antecedent B 
true, and therefo,e the conſequent. TI could wiſh you would have taken 
a little more pains in proving that which nuſt be your aſiumption, 9s 
That Scripture contains nothing in it but what may be ſcen in Sencca, Plu 


tarch, Ariſtotle, the Talmud, 4I-oran, and other Books of Jews and = 
then, 
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thens, Thele are rare things to alert among Chriſtians, without offcring 
at any murec proof of them than you do, which lyes in this Syllogiſze. if 
Scripture contain ſome things which may be ſeen inrhele Books ,then it con- 
tains notLing but what may be {cen inthele Books ; but the Scripture con- 
tains lome things which may be ſeen in other Books, viz. the exiftence of 
God, and moral inftruions; theretore it contains nothing but what is in 


' them. And, Do you really think that you have now proved, that there 


is nothing in Scripture that can ſhew it ſelf to be infallible, becauſe ſome 
things are common to other writings. Would you not take it very ill 
that any ſhould lay that you had no more brairs than a Horſe, or a cxea- 
ture ofa like nature, becaule they have ſenſe and wotion, as well as you ? 
Yet this is the very ſame argument whereby you would prove that the 
Scriptures cannot ſhew themſelves to be Divine, becauſe the Talmud, Al- 
coran, and Philoſophers, have ſome things in them which the Scripture hath. 
Put, Can you prove that the Scriptare hath nothing elſe in it, but what 
may be found in any, or all of theſe Books 2 Will you undertake to ſhew 
any where ſuch repreſentations of the Being and Attributes of God,fo fuitable 
tothe conceptions which naturally fow tromthe 1dea of a Supreme and 
Irfinite Being, and yet thoſe Attributes diſcovered in ſuch contrivances for 
mans Good, which the wit of man could never have reached tozabove all,in 
the reconciliation of the world to himſelf by the death of his So £ Will 
you find out fo exa&t a Ale of Picty, conliſting of fuch excellent Precepts, 
ſuch inconraging Promiſes as are in Scripture,in any other writings whatſo- 
ever? Can you diſcover any where ſuch an unexpretlible exergy and force 
ina writing of ſo great ſimplicity and plainnefs as the Scripture 1s? Is there 
anything unbecoming that Authority, which it awcs the conſciences of 
menwith ? Is there any thing mean, trivial, fabulous, and 1mpertinent in 
it? Are not all things written with that infinite decorar and tuitableneſs, 
asdo highly expreſs the 1ajes/y of him from whom it comes, but in the 
moſt fiyeet, atiable, and condeſcending manner 2 Are there are any ſuch 
arguments in the writings of Sexeca, [/utarch, Ariſtotle, tor the Being of 
God, and Immortality of ſouls, 2s there are in Scriptare# Are. there any 
moral inſtrufjens built on ſuch good grounds, carried on to fo high a degree, 
written with that /ife and vigonr in any of the Heather Philoſophers, as are 
inthe Scriptures £ How infinitely do the higheſt of them tall thort of 
the Scripture in thoſe very things, which they ſeem moſt to have in com- 
mon with it ?As, were it here a fit place,might be at large diſcovered. Bur, 
belides, and beyond all theſe, Arc there not other th77gs which evidence 
the Divine Revelation of the DoFrixe contained in Scripture, which none 
of the writizgs you mention, can inthe leaſt pretend to, viz. the accurate 
accompliſhment of Prophecies, and the abundance of Miracles wrought tor 
the contirmation of the Divine Teſtimony of thoſe who delivered this Do- 
drineto the world. And thele very things now tous are internal to the 
Scripture, the motives of Faith bxing delivered to usin the ſame Books that 
the Dodſrine of Faith is : In which ſenſe the Scriptures may well be ſaid 
to be proved Divine by themſelves, and that they appear infaAble by the 
Light which is in them, notwithſtanding you molt pitifully pretend to the 
contrary. And, if your Church will again pardon you for luch opprobri- 
ous language of Scripture, as not only tv compare the writings of Sexeca, 
Platarch, and Ariſtotle with it, which yet are commendable in their kind, 
for moral b irtue, and #atural Knowledge: but thoſe wretched and notori- 


ous impoltures of the Aſ/corar, and the tabulous relations of the _— 
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if, I fay, your Church will pardon ſuch expreſſions as thele, becaule they 


tend to inhance her fal/ibility, well fare that Pope, who ſaid Hey quan 


minimoreeitur mundus ! 

As for your following inſtance of a Candle ligkied in a room, which ſhew, 
that it is a light, but not who lighted 1t ;, ſothe ſentences in Scripture are light, 
and ſhew themſelves to be ſuch, but they cannot ſhew themſelves to be ſu 
infallible lights which are preduced by none but God himſelf : | antwer ; That 
I commend your diſcretion in making choice of a Candle rather than of the 
light of the Sun to ſet forth the Scripture by, For a Candle yields bury 
dim uncertain light, may be +: into a dark lantkorn, and ſnuſjed at plex 
ſure; ſo would your Church tain pretend cf the Scripture, that its light ig 
very weak. and uncertain, that your Church mult open the ſides of the Lane. 
born that it may give light, and make uſe of ſome Apoſtolrcal Smufier 
of the Popes keeping. to make it ſhine the clearer, though they often 
endanger the almoſt extinguiſhing of it ; at leaſt as to the generation 
of tho who ſhould enjoy the benefit of it. But becauſe that poor /:ght of 
a Candle cannot ſhew who lighted it, Will not the /ight of the Sur mayikt| 
it ſclfto be no greater tharr that of a Cardle Cannot any one intcrr fron 
the vaſt extent of that /ig/t, from the vaniſhing of it upon the $775 letting, 
and its diſperſing it ſelf at his rg, that this light can proceed only from 
that great /nminozs body which 'is in the Heavens # And may we not pro- 
portionably inferr, from the clearneſs, greatneſs, majeſty, coterency of thole 
truths revealed in Scripture, that they muſt certainly come trom none but 
God; eſpecially being joyned with thoſe impregnable evidences which him: 
{clt by the perſons who deliveted them that they were imployed by hin- 
ſelf for that end ? But becaule this is a matter of great conlequence ge 
me leave to propound thefe queſtions to you, and after you have con- 
ſidered them ſerioutly, return me a rational anſwer to them. 1. Dath 

it imply any repugnancy at all in the #atxre of the thing, or tothe natur 
of God, that he ſhould reveal his mind to the world. 2. It it dothnd, 
as I \uppole you will grant that, Whether is it poſſible that God ſhould 
make it evident to the world that ſuch a Aevelation is from. himſelf? 
3. If this benct 1impothible, Is it not neceſlary that it ſhould be þ, 
ſuppoſing that God ſhould require the belief of a Doctrine fo reve 
ed on pain of eternal damnation for not believing it ? 4. Whethe 
God may not give as great evidence of a Revelation that he make 
of his mind to the world, as he doth of his Bezrg, from the Wiſcon, 
Goodneſs, and Fower, which may be ſeen in the works of Creation? 
5. Whether any other way be conceivable that it ſhould be evident that 
a Dodrine comes from God, but that 1t contains things highly ſuitableto 
the Divine nature, things above the finding out of humane reaſon, thing 
only tending to advance Holineſs and Goodneſs in the world, and this dv 
crrine to be delivered by perſons who wrought unparalleld miractes? 
6. Whether all theſe be not in the moſt evident manner imaginable con 
tained in the Do@rine of Chriſtianity, and inthe Books of Scripture 2 which 
I leave anPman that hath common ſenſe to judge of? 7. Whether then 
it be not the higheſt diſparagement of this Divine do@rine to make it 
ſtand in necd of an Infallible teſtimony of any company who ſhall take 
the buldnels to call them(clves the Catholick Church, in order tothe be 
licving of itz and whether there can be any greater diſhonour done, 
then to fay it hath no more light todiſcover it {elf Divine, than the #ri 
tings of Philoſophers, not to add of Jaws and Mahnumetans e Theſe things! 
| leave 


mm, 


Y © © _83_ Kr _ wo-= RN mm hoc © 823Þ <4 


Q 


Im fr @ pF =  #K" ww ep” 


a 1 oo” 


Chan Vii. The Proteſtant Way of reſolving Faith. 2.3 


Ieave you 21d the reader to conſider of, and proceed. What follows 
concernizg the Fathers and others proving the Scriptures to be the Word of 
God by themſelves, aſter they have believed them infallibly on other grounds, is 
gratis dicfu#r, unlels you can prove from the Fathers, that they did be- 
lieve the Scriptures infallibly on other grounds. Which when you ſhall 
think fit to attempt I make no queſtion to anſwer, but in the mean time 

toacrude aſiertion it 1s enough to oppoſe a bare denyal. Your follow- 

ing abſurdities concerning the private Spirit, infallible aſſurance, Apoſtolical 
tradition, have been trequently examin'd already. Only what you ſay, 

that you read, eſteenr, nay very highly reverence,the Scripture ; is but Proteſt a- 

tio coutra faFunt, as may appear by your former expreſſions, and there- 

forecan have no force at all with wiſe men, who judge by things and not 

by bare words. 


3. You ſlay, That if there were ſuch ſufficient light in Scripture to ſhewit 95, 14; 


Pag. 98, 


ſelf, you ſhowld ſee it as well as we ;, ſeeing you read it as diligently, and eſteem 


it 4 bighly as we do, What! Tou eſtcem the Scripture as highly as we, 1.”s. 7. 
whoſay, that the Scripture appears no more of it ſelf to be Gods Word, than 


| aiftindion of colours to a blind man! Ton, who but in the page before had 
: ſaid, there was 220 more light in Scripture to diſcover it ſelf, than in Seneca, 


Plutarch, Ariſtotle, zap as to ſome things than the Talmmd and Alcoran | Ton. 
who fay that,notwithſtanding the Scriptures, Chriſt would have been eſteem- 


| edan Tenorammns and Impoſtor, if your Church be not Infallible Are you 


the man, who eſte as highly of the Scriptures as we do? May we not 
therefore juſtly return you your own language 3 and ſay, that if you do not 


| ſee this light in Scripture. it 3s becauſe your eyes are perverſe, your underſtand- 


Ig unſanttjficd, which inſtcad of diſcovering ſuch Divine light in Scri- 


pou asto make you love and adore it, can have the confidence toutter 


uch expreſſions which tend ſo highly to the diſparagement of it. But did 
not his Lordſhip give before a ſuftcient anſwer to this objeftion, by ſaying, 
1. That the light is ſufficient in it ſelf, but it doth not follow that it mult be Pag. 85, 


| evident to every one that looks into it ;, for the blindneſs or perverſneſs of mens 


minds may keep them ſom the diſcovery of it.2.He ſaith,This light is not ſo full 
alight as that of the firſt Principles, as, that the whole is greater than the part, 


| that the ſame thing cannot be, and not be, at the ſame time. And yet ſuch is 
{ your ſincerity, you would ſeem at firſt to perſwade the Reader of the 
| contrary in your next Paragraph; but at laſt you grant that he denies it to 
| be evidently known as one of the Principles of the firſt ſort. (For you with 
{ your wonted ſubtilty diſtinguiſh Principles known of themſelves,into ſuch as 
: arecither evidently, and ſuch as are probably known of themſelves, 1. e. Prin- 
| ciples known of themſelves,arc either fuch as are known of themſelves, or ſuch 


& are not ; for what is but probably knoww, js not certainly known of it ſelf, 
but by that probable argument which caulcth aſſent to ity. But when you 
deny that the Scripture is ſo mmch as one of the ſecond ſort of principles, and 
lay exprelly, That of it ſelf it appears not jo much as probably to be more the 
Word of God, than ſome other Book that js not truly ſuch; were you not fo 
uſed to Contradictions, I would deſire you to reconcile this expreſſion, 
with what you faid a little before of your high Eſtecm and Reverence of 
the $ criptures, 

3. The Biſhop ſaith, That when be ſpeaks of this light in Scripture, he only 
means it of juch a light as is of force to breed Faith, that it is the Word of 
God ;, not to make a perfect knowledlge. Now Faith, of whatſoever it is, this 
or other principle, is an evidence, as well as knowledge; and the belief is _ 

than 
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ES 
than any knowledge can be, becauſe it reſts upon Divine authority, which ,,, 
not deceive whereas knowledge (or at leaſt he that thinks he knows ) "0 
ever certain in dedu@ions from Principles ; but the Evidence js not ſq, 
Now God doth not require a full demonſtrative knowledge in us that the g,,, 
pture is his Word, and therefore in his Providence hath kindled in it ny Ink 

or that, but he requires our Faith of it, and ſuch a certain demonſtratim, 


_ mayfit that. Now whatanſwer do you return to all this? Why, forſogy 


$., I Js 
P.91, &c, i. 
$, 9- 
De Eccleſe. 1.3. 
C, 14 


IWe muſt have certainty, nay a Infallible certainty, nay ſuch an Infallil|, on 
tainty as is built on the Infallible Authority of the Church, yet ſuch an Inf, 
lible Anthority as can be proved only by zzotrves of credibility; whichi,, 
new kind of Climax in Rhetorick, viz. a ladder (tanding with both ey, 
upon groxrd at the fame time. All theanſwerT ſhall therefore now vine 
it,is, that your Faith then is certain, Tyfal/ibly certain, and yet built onþy 
probable motives, and therefore on your own prixciples mult be allo wy. 
tain, very uncertain, nay undoubtedly and Infallibly uncertain, Why 
again follows concerning Canonical Books and the private Spirit, ] ny; 
ſend them.as Conſtables do vagrants, tothe place from whence they car 
and there they ſhall meet with a ſufficient Anſwer. | 

The remainder of this Chapter conſiſts of a tedious vindication of 3; 
larmine and Brierely, which being of little conſequence to the mainhyl. 
neſs, I ſhall return the ſhorter anſwer. T ſhall not quarrel much withyy 
about the interpretation of thoſe words of Be/arzine in the ſenſey 


fo them, wZ. if they be underſtood of abſolute neceſſuty, not of allCh; 


ians, and only in rare caſes, that it 1s not neceſſary to belicve that the; 
is Scripture, on ſuppoſition that the Do@rine of Scripture could be ſuf; 
ently conveyed to the minds of any without it, as inthe caſe of the 3s. 
baroxs Nations mentioned by Irenexs, But for you who make thetr. 
tion of the preſent Church Tfallible, and at the leaſt the Infallible comery 
of the formal objed of Faith ;, T do not ſec how you can avoid making ity 
abſolutely neceſſary to be believed as any other objed of Faith : unlef you 
Church hath ſome cther way of conveying objects cf Faith, than by pp 
ounding the Scriptzre infallibly to us. If therefore men are bounty 
batleve things abſolutely neceſlary to ſalvation, becauſe contained in tu 
Book , which the Church delivers to be the Trfallible Word of God: | on 
not poſiibly ſee, but the belicf of the Scriptare on the Churches Infallibl 
Teſtimony muſt be as neceflary zeceſſtate medii as any thing contain 
in it. As for the Citation of Hooker by Brierely, Whether it be falſified 
no will beſt be ſeen by producing the ſcope and deſign of that worty 
Antkour in the Teſtimonies, cited out of him. Upon an impartial vis 
of which in the ſeveral places referred to, I cannot but ſay, that if Brin: 
ly's d«lign was to ſhew that Hooker made the authority of the Churchtha 
into which Faith is Jaſtly reſolved, he doth evidently contradit 
Mr. Heokers deſign, and is therefore guilty of unfaithful repreſenting 
meaning. For where hedoth moſt fully and largely expreſs himlelt k 
uſcth theſe words, which for clearing his meaning muſt be fully products 
Scripture teacheth all ſupernaturally revealed truth, without the knowledg 
whereof ſalvation cannot be attained. The main principle wherecon the bel 
of all things therein contained dependeth, is,” that the Scriptures aretk 
Oracles of God himpelf. This in it ſelf we cannot ſay is evident, For tha 
all mc that hear it would acknowledge it in heart, as they do when they tea 
that every whole is more than any part of that whole, becauſe this in it ſelf i 
evident, The other we know that all do not acknowledge it when they hut 


it 
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it, There muſt be therefore ſome former knowledge preſuppsſed, which doth 
herein aſſure the hearts of all believers. Scripture teacheth us that ſaving 
truth which God hath diſcovered to the world by Revelation, and it pre- 
fumeth us tanght otherwiſe, that it fel is Divine and Sacred, The queſt ion 
then being by what means we are taught this ;, ſome anſwer, That to learn it 
we have ro other way then only Tradition : As namely that ſo we believe, be- 
eauſe both we ſfom our predeceſſors, and they from theirs have ſo received. 
Eut is this enough * That which all mens experience teacheth them, may not 
in any wiſe be denyed. And by experience we all know, that the faſt Motive 
luudine men ſo to eſteem of the Scripture is the Authority of Gods Church. 
For + A we know the whole Church of God, hath that opinion of the S$cri- 
pture, we Judge it even at the firſt an impudent thing for any man bred and 
brought up in the Church to be of a contrary mind without cauſe, Afterwards 
the more we beſtow our labour in reading or hearing the _ thereof, the 
more we find that the thing it ſelf doth anſwer our receiv'd opinion concerning 
it, 80 that the former inducement prevailing ſomewhat with us before, doth 
now much more prevail, when the very thing hath miniſtred farther reaſon. 
Can any thing be more plain (if mens meaning may be gathered from 
their words, eſpecially when purpoſely they treat of a ſubject) than that 
Hooker makes the Authority of the Church the primary inducement to 
Faith, and that rational evidence which diſcovers it ſelf in the Do@rine 
revealed to be that which it is finally reſolved into ? For, as his Lordſhip 
faith on this very place of Hooker , The reſolution of Faith ever ſettles 
won the fartheſt reaſon it can! , not upon the firſt inducement, By this 
lace then where this worthy Authour moſt clearly and fully delivers 
is judgement, we ought in reaſon to interpret all other occafional 
and incidental paſſages on the ſame ſubject. So in that other place. 


For whatſoever we believe concerning ſalvation by Chriſt although the $cri- L. 3.ſc.7, 


pare be therein the ground of our belief, yet the authority of man is, if we 
mark it, the key which openeth the door of entrance into the knowledge of 
the Scriptures, I will not diſpute, whether here he ſpeaks concerning the 
knowledge of Scriptzre to be Scripture,or concerning the natural ſenſe and 
meaning of Scripture : \uppoſe I ſhould grant you the Jatter, it would 
make little for- your purpoſe ; for when he adds, The Scripture doth not 
teach us the things that are of God, unleſs we did credit men who have taught 
us that the words of Scripture do ſignifie thoſe things. You need not here 
bid ws ſtay a while : For his ſenſe is plain and obvious, viz. that mien 
cannot come tothe natural ſenſe ad importance of the words uled in 
Scripture, unleſs they rely on the authority of men for AIIIICS of 
thoſe words, He ſpeaks not here then at all concerning Church-Tradition 
properly taken, but meerly of the authority of xan, which he contends 
muſt in many caſes be relyed on, particularly in that of the ſenſe and 
meaning of the words which occurr in Scripture. Therefore with his 
Lordſhips leave and yours too, I donot think that in this place Hooker by 
the authority of #1an doth underſtand Church-Tradition, but if I may fo 
call it Humane-Tradition, viz. that which acquainteth us with the force 
and fiznitication of words in ſe. When therefore you prove that it is 
Tradition only, which is all the ground he puts of believing Scriptzre to 
bethe Hord of God, from thole words of his, That utterly to inſtinge the 
force and ſtrength of mans teſtimony, were to ſhake the very Fortreſs of Gods 
truth, Now (ſay you) How can that Fortreſs the Scripture ) be ſhaken,were 
not that authority eſtecmed by him the _ of that Fortreſf, That rr 
Hh ve 
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very calily be ſhewn, viz, by calling in queſtion the truth of humane to. 
ſtimony in general z for he plainly ſpeaks of ſuch a kind of humane teſti. 


mony as that is, whereby we know there is ſuch a City as Rozee, that ſuch 
and ſuch were Popes of KRoxze, wherein the ground of our perſwalion can 
be nothing elſe but humane teſtimony; now take away the credit and v4. 
lidity of this teſtzmony, the very Fortreſs of truth muſt needs be thaken ; for 
we could never be. certain that there were ſuch perſons, as 4210ſes, the 
Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles in the world, we could never be certain of 
the meaning of any thing written by them. Bur how farr 1s this fromthe 
final reſolution of Faith into Church-Tradition But the place = lay the 


*greateſt force on, is that which you f/# cite out of him, Finally we al ly. 


lieve that the Scriptures of God are ſacred, and that they have proceeded jruy 
God: our ſelves we aſſure, that we do right well in ſo believing. We have fo 
this a demonſtration ſound and Infallible, But it is not the Word of Gy 


which doth or can poſſibly aſſure #5, that we dowel to think it his Word. From 


hence you inferr, That either he zuſt ſettle no Infallible ground at all. x 
muſt [;þ that the Tradition of the Church is that, ground. No Infallil} 
ground in your ſenſe, T grant it, but well enough in his own ; for all the 
difficulty lies in underſtanding what he means by 1fallible 5 which he 
takes not in your ſenſe for a ſupernatural, but only for a rational Infall: 
bility; not ſuch a one as excludes poſſebility of deception, bur all reaſonab, 
doubting. In which ſenſe he faith of ſuch things as are capable only 
moral certainty, That the Teſtimony of man will ſtand as a gronnd of Is 
fallible aſſurance ;, and preſently inſtanceth in theſe, That there is ſuch aCiy 
of Rome. that Pius 5. was Tope there, &c. So afterwards, he ſaith, Ti 
the mind of man deſireth evermore to know the truth according to the ui 
Tufallible certainty which the nature of things can yield: by which it is plain 
that the xtmoſt certainty which things are capable of is with him 7zfalli, 
certainty ; and loa ſound and Trfal/ible gronnd of Faith is a certain gromd 
which we all alert may be had without your Churches 1»fallible Teſtins 
79. Whether therctore Brierely and you are not guilty, if not of talſh: 
ing Hookers words, yet of perverting his meaning, let the Impartial Reade 
judgc. 
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Cuar, VIIL 
The Churches Infallibility not proved from Scripture. 


gome general conſiderations from the deſign of proving the Churches Infalli« 
bility from Scripture. No Infallibility in the High-Prieſt and his Clergy 
under the Law ; if there had been, no neceſſity there ſhould be under the 
Goſpel. Of $t. Balils Teſtimony concerning Traditions. Scripture leſs 
hable to corruption than Traditions. The great uncertainty of judging 
Traditions when Apoſtolical, when not. The Churches perpetuity being 
promiſed in Scripture proves not its Infallibility. His Lordſhip doth not 
falſfie A. C's words, but T.C. doth his meaning. Producing the Jeſuits 
words no traducing their Order, T.C's. miſerable Apology for them. 
The particular texts produced for the Churches Tnfallibility, examined. 
Noſuch Infallibility neceſſary in the Apoitles Succeſſours as in Themſelves, 
The ſumilitude of Scripture and Tradition to an Ambaſſadour and his Cre- 
dentials, rightly ſtated. 


T HE maindelign of this Chapter being to prove the Infalibility of 
the Church from the Teſtimonies of Scripture ; before I come to a 
particular diſcuſſion of the matters contained in it, I ſhall make ſome 

neral Obſervations on the ſcope and deſign of it, which may give more 
Eteto the particulars to be handled in it. 1. That the Infallibility you 
challenge to the Church, is ſuch us muſt ſuppoſe a promiſe extant of it in $cri- 
pture: Which is evident from the words of 4. C. (which you own) to his 
Lordſhip, That if he would conſider the Tradition of the Church, not only as 
it is the Tradition of a company of” mo men, in which ſenſe the Authority of 
it is humane and fallible, but as the Tradition of a company of men aſſiſted by 
Chriſt and his Holy Spirit ; in that ſenſe he might eaſily find it more that: an 
Introduion , indeed as much as would amount to an Infallible Motive, 
Whence I inferr, that in order to the Churches Teſtizrony being an Infalli> 
ble Motive to Faith, it muſt be believed that this company of men which 
make'the Church, are aſſiſted by Chriſt and his Holy Spirit Now I demand, 
Suppoling there werg no Scripture extant, (the belief of which = laid 
before in defence of Be/armine, was not neceſlary to falyation) by what 


| means could you prove ſuch an Infallible A//zſtarce of the Holy Spirit in 


the Catholick Church in order to the perſwading an Infidel to believe ? 


| Could you to one that neither believes Chriſt, nor the Holy Ghoſt, prove 


evidently that your Chxrch had an afliſtance of both theſe ? You tell him 
that he cannot believe that there is a Chriſt or a Holy Ghoſt unleſs he be- 


| lieves firſt your Church to be Infallible, and yet he cannot believe your 


Church to be Infallible,unleſs he believes there arc ſuch things as Chriſt and 
the Holy Ghoſt ; for that Infallibility, by your own confeſſion, doth ſuppoſe 
the peculiar aſſztarce of both thele. And canany one believe their aſſzſtaxce, 
before he believes they are? If you fay,as you do, By the motives of credi- 
bility you will prove your Church Infallible, But ({etting afidethe abſurdity 
of that which I have fully diſcovered already) Is it poſſible for you to 
prove your Church Infallible, unleſs antecedently to the belief of your 
Churches Inf allibility, You can prove to an Infidel the truth of theſe things ? 

1. That the awes of Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt, are no Chimerical Fan- 


cies and Ideas, but that they do import ſorething real : otherwiſe an i»fi- 
: Hh 2 del 
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del would ſpeedily tell you, theſe 2ames imported nothing but ſome kind 
of Magical ſpells which could keep men from errour, as long as they car. 
ried them about with them. That as well might 4/4bomet, or any othe 
Impofter.pretend an infalible aſſiStance from lome Txtelar Argels,with har, 
Arabicknames, as you of Chriſt, and the Holy Gheſtgunlels you can make j 
oppear to him, that really there are ſuch Beings as Chriſt and the Hoh 
Ghoſt ; and when you have proved ittohim, and he be upon your progf 
inclinable to believe it, you are bound to tell him by your Do@rize, thy 
for all theſe proofs, he can only fanry there are ſuch Beirgs, but hecanny 
really believe them, unleſs he firſt believes your Church infallible, Ar 
when he tell; you, He cannot, according to your own Dodrine, belzeve thy 
Infallibility, unleſs he believes the other firſt, Would he not cry out up 
you, as either lamentable F ools, that did not underſtand what you ſaid, 
egregious Impoſtors, that play faſt and loole with him, bidding himhe. 
heve firſt one thing, and then another, till at laſt he may juſtly tell ya, 
that in this manner he 'cannot be perſwaded to believe any thing atall 
2. Suppoſing he ſhould get through this, and believe that there wereſug 
Beings as Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt, he may juſtly ask you, 1. Whette 
they benothing elſe but ſuch a kind of IntelleFus Agens , as the Arabid 
Fhiloſophers imagined, ſome kind of Being which did affiſt the urderſtard. 
ing in conception ? You anſwer him No, but they are real diſtind 
walities of the ſame nature and efence with God himlclf ; then he ag, 
2. Whence doth this appear? for thele being ſuch grand difficulties, yu 
had need of ſome very clear evidence of them : If you fend him to 8: 
ptrre, he asks you, To what end ? for the belict of that muſt ſuppoſe the 
Truth of the thing in Qweſtion, that your Church 3s infallible in delivery « 
this Scripture for Divine Revelation. But he further demands, 3. Whene 
comes that Church which you call Infallible to have this 4ſſrifance of bai 
thele? Do they aſliſt all kind of men to make them 7»fallible 2 Youn- 
{wer, No. But, Do they afliſt, though not all men ſeparately, yet all 
cieties of men conjunctly £ You anlwer, No. Do they affiſt all men cnlyn 
Religiows ations, of what Religion ſoever they are ct ? Still you anſwer, 
Do they affiſt then all men of the Chriſtzan Religion in their ſocieties ? 
Dothey afſfiſt all thoſe among the Chriſtzans, who ſay, they have this / 
fiftance £ No. Do they thus affiit all Churches to keep them from errou! 
No. Whom is it then that they do thus infallibly affiſt 2 You anſwer, Tir 
Church, But what Church do you mean ? he Catholick Church, But 
which is this Catholick Church (tor, I hear, thereare as great Controverks 
about that, as any thing.) You muſt anſwer confidently, That Chir 
which 3s in the Roman Communion. is the true Catholick Church , Havetlitn 
all in that Communion this Infallible Aſſiſtance © No, Have all the Biſ' 
this Communion, it ? No. Have all thele Biſhops this Aſſritance,whenthe 
meet together ? Tes, ſay you, undoubtedly, if the Pope be their Head,and 
firm their As, Then it ſhould ſeem to mie, that this Tfallible Aſſiſtant 
is in the Pope, and he it is whom you call the Catholick Church : But fur 
ly he is a very big man then, is he not ? Bur, fay you, Theſe are Controwr 
Gor which are not neceſſary for you to knew jt ſuffceth that the Catholick Churt 
x the ſubjet of Infallibility. But, I had thought ncthing could have be 
more neceſlary than to have kzzown this : But I proceed then, How cons 
this Catholick Church to have this Infallible Aſlſisfance £ Cannot 1 ſuppc> 
that Chrift and the Holy Spirit may exiſt without giving this A//iſtanc* 
cannot [ ſuppoſe thatChriſt;anKeligion may bein the world,withour ſuch" 
Infallibulity * 
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ifalibility £ Is this Aſſeſtance therefore a meceſary, or aſree ACt > A free 
AB. If a free A&, then, tor all you know, Your Catholick Church may-not 
be ſo aſſiſted : No, (you reply) you are ſure it is ſo aſſiſted. But, Whence 
can you be ſare of an arbitrary thing, unleſs the Authors of this g—_— 
have engaged themſelves by Promriſe, to give your Catholick Church that In 
fallible Aſaſtance  Tes, that they have (you reply) and then produce Lk, 
10. 16. Mat. 28. 20. Job. 14. 16. But, although our fide might ask 
ſome untoward Queſtions ſtill ; as, How you are ſure theſe are Divine 
Promiſes, when the knowledge that they are Dzvixe mult ſuppole the thing 
to be tre, which you would prove out of them, viz. that your Church 3s 
infallible * Suppoling them Dzvine, how are you ſure, That, and no other, is 
the meaning of them, when from ſuch places you prove, that your Chxrch 
isthe only 1-fallible Interpreter of Scripture * But, I letpaſs theſe, and 
other Queſtions, and ſatishe my ſelf with this, That it #s impoſſable for you 
to prove juch an Infallible Aſſe8t ance of Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, unleſs you 
produce ſome expreſs Promiſe for it. 

2. This being 1impoſible, it neceſlarily follows, That the only Motives 

of Credibility, which can prove your Church Infallible, muſt be ſuch as do an- 
tecedently prove theſe Promiſes to be Divine, This is ſoplain and evident a 
conſeFary from the former, that it were an affront upon humane under- 
ſtanding, to go about to prove it : For, it the I-fa//ibility doth depend 
upon the Promiſe, nothing can prove that Infalibzlity,but what doth prove 
that Promiſe to be Truc and Divine : True, or elſe not to be believed; Di- 
zine, or elſe not to be relyed on for fuch an Aſſetance; none elſe being able 
tomake a promiſe of it, but the Authour of it. Astherefore my right to an 
eſtate as given by Wil, depends wholly upon the Trath and Yalidity of that 
#il, which I mult firſt prove, before I can challenge any right to it 5 So 
your pretence of Ifalibility muſt ſolely depend upon the Promiſes which 
you — it by. By which it appears, that your attempting to prove 
the Infallibility of your Church, by Motives of Credibility, antecedent to, 
and independent on the Scripture, is. vain, ridiculous, and deſtructive to 
that very Infalltbility which you pretend to. Which, being by a free 4ſ- 
fijtance of Chriſt and his Spirit, muſt wholly depend on the proof of the 
Promiſe made of it. For, if you prove no Promiſe, all your Motives of Cre- 
dibility prove nothing at all, as I have at large demonſtrated before, and 
ſhall not follow you in needleſs repetitions. 

3. No right to anypriviledge can be challenged, by virtue of a free Promiſe 
made to particular perſons, unleſs it be evident that the intention of the Pro- 
miſer was, that it ſhould equally extend to ther: and others. For the Promiſe 
being free, and the Priviledge ſuch as carries no necetiity at all along with 
it, in order to the great ends of Chriſtian Religion; it is intolerable Ar- 
rogaxce and Preſumption to challenge it, without manifeſt evidence, that 
the defign of it was for ther, as well as the perſors ro whom it was made. 
Indeed, in fuch Promrrſes which are built on common and general grouzd-s, 
containing things agreeable toall Chriſtians, it is but realonable to inferr 
the univerſal extent of that Promiſe to all ſuch as are in the like condition. 
Hence the Apoſtle inferrs, from the particular Promiſe made to Joſhua, 7 
will never leave thee, nor forſake thee ;, the effect of it upon all believers. 
Although, had not the Apoſtle done it before us, it may leem queſtionable 
on what ground we could have done it, unleſs from the general reaſox of 
of it, and the unbounded nature of Divine Goodneſs, in things neceſlary for 


the Good of his People. But in things arbitrary, and ſuch as contain ſpecial 
| Priviledge 


r 
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Priviledge in them,to challenge a right to a Promile of the ſame Priviledge 
without equal evidence of the deſcent of it, as the firſt Grazt, is great Pre. 
ſamption,and a challenge ofthe Prozriſor for partiality,it he doth not make 
it good. Becauſe the pretence of the right of the Priviledge goes upon this 
ground, that it is as much due to the Sxcceſſor, as to the Origing| 


Grantee. 
. Nothing can be more uf#reaſonable, than to challenge a right to a Prizj. 


| ledge, by virtue of ſuch a Promiſe which was granted upon quite different coy. 


GS. 2. 
Sch.16,n.26. 
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federations from the grounds on which that right is challenged. Thus I ſhal 
after make it evident, that the Promiſe of an Irfallible Aſſiſtance of the ty. 
ly Ghoſt, had a peculiar reſpect to the Apoſ#les preſent employment, and the 
firſt ſtate of the Church, that it was not made upon rea/05 common to al! 
ages, viz. for the Government of the Church, deciding Controverſies, Foun. 
Sivion of Faith, all which Ends may be ſufhciently attained without then, 
But, above all, it ſeems very = wry vg that a Promiſe made to perſon 
in one office, muſt be applied inthe ſame manner to perſons in a quite df. 
ferent office ;, that a Promiſe made to each of them ſeparate, muſt be equal. 
ly applied to others oy as in Council; that a Promiſe made mplying Droine 
Aſſiſtance, muſt be equally applied to ſuch, who dare not ſay, that 4ſj 
ſtance is Divine (but infallible, and after a ſort Divine) that a Promi 
made of i-1mediate Divine Revelation, and enabling the perſors who en: 
joyed the Priviledge of it, to work miracles to atteſt their Teſtimony t 
be infallible, ſhould be equally applied to ſuch as dare not challenge; 
Divine Revelation, nor ever did work a miracle to atteſt ſuch an 7afallijh 
Ajſiitance, Yet all this is done by you in your endeavour of fetching the 
Tefallibility of your Church, out of thoſe Promiles of the aſſytance of Chrif 
and his Spirit, which were madeto the Apoſtles. Theſe general Conſide- 
rations, do ſufhciently enervate the force of your whole Chapter, which 
yet I come particularly to conſider. 

His Lordſhip tells A. C. That in the ſecond ſenſe of Church-Tradition,he can 
2ot find that the Tradition of the preſent. Church is of Divine and Infallible 4x 
thority, till A. C. can prove that this company of men (the Roman Prelate 
and Clergy he means )areſo fully, ſo clearly, fo permanently aſſiſted by Chrif 
and. his Spirit, as may reach to Infallibility, much leſs to a Divine Infallibili 
lity, in this or any other Principle which they teach, In anſwer to this, you 
tell us, That the Biſhop declines the. Queſtion by withdrawing his Reader fron 
the theſis, to the hypotheſis; ſrom the Church, to the Church of Rome. But, | 
it not ſufficiently known to all perſons who deal in this Controverſie, what 
you mean by the Catholick Church in this Controverlie, that it ſhall not be 
lawful for his Lordſhip in a Parentheſrs, to ſhew where you place this Infal 
libility, but he muſt be charged with declining the Queſtion ? This only 
ſhewsa delire to cavilat little things, when you were unable to anſwer 
greater. Beſides, in the way you take of proving the Churches Infallib- 
lity by the Motives of Credibility, there is a necc{iity even in this Contro 
verſie, of declaring what that Catholick Church is, which muſt be known 
by theſe Hotives ;, and therefore you have no caule to look upon this 3 
running away from the Queſtion. That A.C. after a long and ſilent atten- 
tion, did meerly, through the heat of his zeal, become earneſt in this buſinsſi, 
to do his Adverſary good, T mult believe it, becauſe you tell me fo, _ 
J [ce nogreat Motive of Credibility for it. And onthart account did delire 
him, to conſider the Tradition of the Church, as of a Company of men infalliby 
aſſiſted. For ſuch aſſiſtance (you lay) is neceſſary as well to have ſufficient 
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aſurance of the true Canon of Holy Scriptare, as to come to the true mean- 
ing and interpretation thereof. But this is as cafily denied as faid. We wait 
therefore for your proofs. | 

That which only ſcems here intended for that end, is, That whex the Re- 
lator had ſaid,The Prophets under the Old Teſtament, and the Apoſtles under the 
New, had ſuch an Infallible Divine Aſſiſtance ;, but neither the High Prieſt with 
bis Clergy in the Old , nor any Company of Prelates or Prieſts in the New, ſince 
the Apoſeles, ever had it, To this you reply, That the like aſſiitance (with 
the Prophets and Apoitles) the High Prieſt with his Clergy had in the Old Te- 


ſftament, as we gather out of Deut. 17. 8, Oc. W here in doubts the people were 


lod, not only to have recourſe to the High Prieſt and his Clergy, but to ſub- 
mit and Stand to their judgement. Much more then ought we tothink, that 
there is ſuch an obligation in the New Teitament ; which could not ſtand with- 
out Infallibility. Witneſs theynfinite diſentions and aiviſtons in Points of 
Faith, ameng$t all the different Chriitians that deny it. 

Two things the force of this argument lyes in. 1. That there was Infal- 
libility in the High Priest and his Clergy under the Law. 2. That if there were 


| ſothen, there onght to be ſo now. Both thele mult be conſidered, 


1. That there was Inſallibility in the High Prieſt and his Clergy under the 
La, which you prove from Dewt. 17. 8. Becauſe there the people were not 
only to have recourſe to then, but to ſubmit and ſtand to their judgement, This 
argument in form, is this. Where there isto be nor only a recourſe, bur 
an obligatio# to ſubiniſron, there mult be Infallibility 5 but there were both 
theſe among the Jews, as to the High Prieit and his Clergy; ergo. You may 
ke how forcible this argument isina like cale : Where there 1s to be not 
only a recourle in matters of difhculty, but an obligation to ſabmit and 
ſtand to their judgement, there muſt be Infalivility; but to the Parliament 
of England there ought to be not only a recourle in matters of difficulty, 
but a ſubw2ilſzon to their judgement ; theretore the Parliament of England is 
as infallible as the High Pricit and Clergy under the Law, by the very argu- 
ment by you produced. The fame will hold for all Courts of Jastice. But, 
Can you by no mcans diſtinguiſh between an obligation to ſubmiſſion, and 
an obgation in conſcience to aſſent to what is determined as infal/ibly true 2 
Is eycrv perſou in all judiciary Caſes,where {ubmiſſion is required, bound to 
believe the Judges lentence infallible It lo, we need not go over the Alps 
tor Infallibility, we may have it much chcaper at home: But, I ſuppole 
you will reply, The cale is very diflerent, becaule in the Text by you pro- 
auced, 1. Not Civil Matters, but Religious are ſpoken of. 2. That not 
any Cioul Aagiitrates, but the High Prieſt and his Clergy are the Judges 
mentioned. 3. That not every kind of Judgement, but an Infallible Judge- 
ment is there let down. But, if every one of theſe be falſe, you will lee, 
What little advantage comes to your cauſe by this Teſtimony 3 which I 
(hall in order demonſtrate. 

1, That this place ſpeaks not of Religiows Canſes, asfuch z but of Civil 
Cauſes, i. e. not of x2atters of DoFrine to be decided as true or falſe, but mat- 
ters of Fuffice to be determined as to right and wrong. Not but that ſome 
things concerning the Fecleſeaitical Polity of the Nation might be there de- 
ciced ; for it was impoflible ina Nation, whoſe Laws depended on their 
Beligion, to ſeparate the one from 'the other : But, that the Judgement 
given there, did not determine the truth and falſhood of things, loas 40 ob- 
lige mens conſciences tobclicve themzbut did ſo peremptorily decide them, 


that the perſons concerned were bound to acquielce in that determina- 
tion, 
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- never came under the cognizance of thoſe inferiour and ſubordinate Conr, 


. place were ſufficient. If there ariſe a matter too hard for thee in Judgement, þ. 


ma... 


tion. For the proof of this, one would think, the very reading of the 


tween blood and blood, between plea and plea, and between Stroke and ſtray 
being matters of wat gn within thy gates, then ſhalt thou ariſe and py 
thee up izto the place which the Lord thy God ſhall chuſe, &c. Which worg, 
are ſo generally expreſied, on purpoſe totake in all manner of controye.. 
fies which might rile among them, whether civil, criminal, or ceremoniz| 
And hereinGod makes proviſion againſt any ryptzre which might be am 

them upon any emergent Controverhie, by eſtabliſhing a Cowrt of Apped, 
to which all ſuch cauſes ſhould be brought, in which the lefler Conrts could 
not agree. For that ſeems to be the main ſcope of the words, by the fg. 
lowing expreſlion of Controverſies within thy gates, by which it ſeems aj. 
dent, that the Cortroverſies were ſuch as could come to no reſolution y 
thoſe inferiour Courts which fate in the Gates of the Cities ; by which | 
appears, that theſe could be no momentous Controverſies of Religion, whig 


By theſe words then God doth ereCt a Supreme Court of Judicature 1 
them, to which they might appeal, not only in caſe of 7z7jury, but ps 
of difficulty ; and thoſe leſſer Conrts, as well as particular perſons, werety 
ſubmit to the Decree of the great Saxhedrin, fitting in the place which 
God ſhould etiuſe, which was Shilo firſt, and Hiernſalem after. And they 
Maimonides (o often ſaith, That the eſtabliſhment and coagmentation 
all the 7#aelites, did depend upon this place for hereby God ſet upſic 
a Tribunal, to which the /as? Reſort ſhould be made, and from wand (&- 
terminations there ſhould remain no further appeal. And according ty 
the Tradition of the Jews, theſe appeals were to be gradxal, i. e.in caſe 
Prieſt ſhould be to ſeek as to any Ceremonial Cauſe, as that of Leproſe, 
brought before him, he was to take advice of the Corrt of the Triumi- 
r:te where he lived ; if that did not agrce, then he was to appeal tothe 
lefler Sarhedrin of 23. in the neighbour-City,ifthere it could not be endel 
to the Sarhedrin of 23. at the entrance of the Mount of the Temple; if nt 
there neither,then appeal was made to the Great Sanhedrin,whole lentexe 
was final and peremptory, and was in{tcad of a Law in the Caſe. 

2. You —_ miſtaken in ſuppoſing that all this is ſpoken of th 
High Prieſt and his Clergy : Tdeny not but expreſs mention is made of the 
Prieifs and Levites, as thoſe who were ſuppoſed moſt acquainted with l 
matters of difference which ſhould happen among them; and therefor 
were probably the greateſt part of the great Saxhedrin (for it is a ground 
leſs fancy to ſuppole two diſtin Conrts, the one Civil, and the other FE 
cleſsaitical among the Jews.) Nay the High Prieft himlelf was fo far fron 
being the conſtant Preſedernt of this Court, that, if we believe the Tradition 
of the Jews, he was not admitted to lit there, without the ſame prev 
ous examination and tryal which others underwent. Indeed. in the de 
cay of the Jewiſh Polity, inthe time of the Aſomanean Family, the chid 
Civil Power was in the hands of the High Prieſt, on which account he 
might then preſide in the Sarhedrir, but that is nothing to this place, 
where mention is made verſ 9. of the Prieifs and Levitcs, and then of the 
Judge, which is, in caſe God thould raiſe up among them an extraordina) 
per/or, who thould be Judge over Tjrael, then the appeals might be to 
him ; but otherwile v. 10. they were to do according to the ſentence , whi 
they of that place which the Lord ſhall chuſe, ſhall ſhew thee, which was tit 
great Sauhedrin, According therefore to the ſentence of this _ 
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whether pronounced by a Prieſt, or other, they were to act ; and they that 
refuſed were punithed with death. 

2, Whoever the perſons were, who gave this Sentence, yet it was not 
looked on as Infal/ible ;, tor it isnot faid,* Whofoever doth not believe the 
mdoenent given, to be infallibly true; but, whoſoever ads contumaciouſh in 
oppoſition tort, And the man that will do preſumptuouſly, and will net 
hearken unto the Prieſt, or unto the Judge, even that man ſhall dye. Beſides, 
we are ſo far trom reading of any promile of Infallibility made to the High 
Prieft and his Clergy, or to the Sarhedrin, that God himfelf doth ſuppoſe 
apoliitility of errour in the whole Congregation of Ijrael, Levit. 4.15. And 
all along the Books of the Prophets, we lee how much God chargeth the 
Priefis with Jerorance, and forſaking his way. And, I pray, Where was 
that Zufalliyiry of the High Prieft and his Clergy, not only when our 
blelled $4270 was condemned by him, and the Sarhedriz both; but in 


witLout « Teaching Prieſt, and without Law, So that we ſee what ve 

little 1411 you have out of this place for the Infallibility of the High 
Prieft ard Þys Clergy. But, ſuppoſe we ſhould grant them Infallible, and 
that Infliib7{11y proved from this place, What is that to us? Might not 
jouas well challenge the Oracular Reſponſes by Urim and Thummim to 
belong to you, asthe High Pricſis Infallibility, tuppofing he had any ? If 
God thought it fit to make them Trfallible, and gave tuch expreſs com- 
mand concerning obedicnce and ſubmiſtion to their judgement, Is it not 
very realonable to think, that under the Goſpe/ there ſhould be expreſs 
r:cntion made of the ſubject of this Zrfallibrlity , the place whither we 
ſrould rcfort for firal judgemrents, as there is here? Nay, had it not been 
far more n<cellary to have ſpecified and determined thelſecircumſtances, 
lince they are of ſuch vaſt 7»yportance for the peace of the Chriſtiar world e 
How eaſily had all our debates been ended, if God had ſaid any where 
inthe New Teſtament, hen any Controverſie of Faith ariſeth, go to the 


| Place which Tſball caſe, viz. Rowe, and there enquire the Judgement of the 


Biſl-op that ſhall ſit there, and whatever he determines, that believe as infallib- 
ly true ;, if we had mct with any thing ſo expreſs, nay, that had any ſeem- 
ing tenGency this way, How readily ſhould we fubmit our Controverſies to 
his determination? But, when there is ſo little ground or foundation 
for it there, that you are fain to deduce your Infallibility, from Gods 


| ſettling a Court of Appeals among the Jews 3 Can you think that we are 


prelumptuous, ard deſerve to be cut off, if we do not believe For, for all 
that I know, you may challenge the ſan&1ion of the Law, as well as the Pri- 
vilecge of it 5 and your former practiſes would perſwade us, that you be- 
lieve the SanuGionto be as valid as the other. 

But (ay you ) the infinite diſſentions and diviſions among thoſe that deny 
it, make this neceſſary. 1.1 pray, Doth your pretence of Iufallibility put an 
end to all your 4721ſions* Nay, Are there not many among your lelves, 
railed meerly on the account of this 1fallibility * Have not many among 
iu, grown ſo weary of it, that they have wiſhed the name had never 

nwenticned ? Are not others ſo aſhamed of the thred-bare imperti- 
nent places of Scripture, commonly produced, that they have ventured 
the cenſure of your Church for dilowning them, and have ſheltered them- 
elves under the Tvfaliibility of Univerſal Tradition ? Have not ſome inge- 
ruoully confetlec, that there is no avoiding the circle on the common 


grounds ? Arc thoſe no ditierences at all concerning the ſubje&t of infak 
[1 libility, 


Deur. 17.1:. 


| thattime, men Tſael for a long ſeaſon had been without the True God, and *Chwn15.3: 
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libility, and the Swperiority of Pope and Council 2 Happy men! that haveſ 
many coincident diftin1ons, and ſuch agreeing differences! 2, Were there 
not diſſertions and diviſions in the Apoſtles times £ And, had it not been 
think you, much better for the Apoſtle, inſtead of laying, There muſt be hy. 
reſies or drviſions among you, that they which are approved, may be made mayj. 


feſt, have told them, Therg muſt be an 7rfallible Judge among you, thy 


there may be no hereſtes or diviſions If you had been at his Elbow, why 
prudent adviſe you would have given S. Pax for ending all the diviſion 
in the Corinthian, Coloſſiar, Galatian Churches, &c! You muſt have to 
him.that it was to very little purpoſe to wove theme by the many argumen; 
he uſeth to exhort them ſo often to unity, and chide them as carnal, while 
they had diſſertions, when one word of an Infallible Judge had ended 11 
of them, But, poor $. Pay! knew of no ſuch thing, which made him give 
as good counſels, as the Spirit of God directed him to ; but alas, they wer 
but ſorry things in compariſon of an Irfallible Judge. Give us leave there. 
fore toreckon our ſelves among thoſe Primitive Chriſtians, who knew ng 
more than we of any ſuch way to end differences, as 1»fallibility in a cop 
ſtant Judge, for all they had diſſentions and divitions among them as wel 
as WE, 

But you are very angry with his Lordſ;p for taxing this pretence of jr 
fallibility with Tnſolency, and a deſign to lord it over the Faith of Chriſte. 
dom. And therefore tell him, Tox go no further than Christ hrmuſelf leut 
you by Promiſes made of this Infallibility; That is the thing in queſtion 
and muſt not be taken upon the truſt of your Tfallibility, in interpretin 
the places by you alledged, When you can prove the Paſtors of you 
Church, to be as Infallible as the pf were, and to have the ſame j. 
rit which they had, I ſhall as little ſuſpet them of Lording it over other 
& the Apoſtles : but if it appear quite otherwiſe as to the Paſtors of jw 
Church; name, if you can, a greater Tzſolency, than to uſurp a power 
preſcribing to the Faith ofthe Chriſt;an world, As to what follows cov 
cerning your Churrhes Teftimony, being again Tzfallible by the aſritancei 
Chriſt and his Spirit, and yet not Divinely Infallible, it is ſo ſubtle and Sch 
laſtical a diſtinCtion, that I now begin,not to admire Your ſo often uſingi; 
for I ſee plamly, if that wedge, how blunt ſoever, doth not rive aſunder the 

knot, it is like to remain for any thing you have to fay to it. 

His Lordſhip having given one jetnes of the Tnſolercy of your pretence 
of Infallibility, by the dangerous erronrs which your Church doth hold, pa- 
ticularly in equalling the Tradition of the preſent Church to the written Wal 
of God, which (faith he) is a DoGrine unknown to the Primitive Church, an 
whichfrets upon the very Foundation it ſelf, by juſtling with it, But, being 
well omg with the Arts of your party in making a great noiſe with 
the Fathers, and particularly in this Controverſie, with a cation out of, 
Baſils Books de Spirit.San@. ad Amphilochinm,and eſpecially thoſe words« 
rem vint habent ad pictatem, ſpeaking of Traditions;he therefore in his Mar 
gent ſo far takes notice of them, as to return this threefold Anſwer to 
to them. 1. That be ſpeaks of Apoſtolical Tradition, and not the Tradition 
the preſent Church, 2. That exceptions are taken at this Book as corrnþted, 
3. That $. Baſil »2akes Scripture the Touchitone of Tradition. To this you 
return a T hreefold Anſwer. 1. That 'tis true, be ſpeaks of Apoitolical Tradi- 
tions, but of ſuch as were come down to their preſent times, 2. That the Ex- 
ceptions againſt the Book are unreaſonable. 3. That $.Bafil doth not make tht 
Scripture jo to be the touchſtone of Tradition,as that Scripture muſt needs there 
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forebe of greater force and ſuperiour dignity than that of Tradition, Becauſe 
thercfore this 15 the chicf place in Antiquity which is produced on your 
fide in behalf of Traditions, 1t will delerve a more Caretul examination in 
the particulars by you mentioned. . | | 

1. You acknowledge that he ſpeaks of Apoſtolical Traditions, and ſuch 
as the preſent Church judged Apoſtolical;, now you fay that the preſent 
Church is infallible in judging Apoſtolical Traditions, and what Traditions 
areſo judged are neceſlary to be practiſed. Now I pray conſider what 
difficulties and ſelf-contradiftions you have brought your ſelf into, b 
acknowledging theſe Traditions to have been judged Apoſtolical by the 
preſent Church, For either that Church at that time was not infallible in 
judging Traitiozs, and fo the preſent Church of every age is not Dfallible 
orit that was #nfal/ible, yours is not; for your Church differs trom the Church 
in St. Baſis time about thele very Traditions by him mentioned, your 
Charch not judging them Apoſtolical. Which will appear by an inſpection 
meothoſe things which are here accounted Traditions by him. Amon 
which he not only mentions ſeg-77ng believers with the ſign of the Croſs, 
prajing toward the Eaſt, the ol and the abrenunciation uſed in Baptiſzr, but 5 — : 
the conſecration of the perſon to be Baptized, the ſtanding at prayers until} mn 
Tentecoſt, and above all, the trine immerſion in Baptiſar, all which he faith 
COME 4 7 apo irs whims, x, amjfinry ſn authiag, Tin &x STAU@YLY MOV TW X <Latirg;ary 
mi a 77246 nuny iquhater, Ont of a ſecret and unpubliſhed Tradition, which 
ow Fathers preſerved in a quict and felent manner, Are theſe three laſt 
thenacknowledged by your Church now for Apoſtolical Traditions or no? : 
Nay deth not your Roma? Catechiſm ablolutely pronounee the trine inr- Pobigg rw, 
merjion to be unneceſſary tor baptitm. How can that become unneceſſary, 
which was once 7fal/ibly judged to be an Apoſtolical Tradition 2 Either the 
Clurchthen was out in her judgement, or your Church out in hers? and 
chooſe whether of thoſe you have the more mind to? cither of them will 
helpyou to contradiCft your ſel. | | 

2, There want not ſufhcient reaſozs of ſuſpeCting that Book to be cor- 
mptcd. Youſay Eraſmus was the firſt who ſufpetted it. Not the firſt who 


| luſpected corruprian in St. Baſils writings. For Marcus Epheſiws in the 


Florentine Conncil charged ſome Latinizing Greeks with corrupting his 
books again{t Funoiws, proteſting that in Conſtantinople there were but 
four Copies to above one thouſand which had the paſſages in them, which 
wcie produced by the Latizs. But ſuppoſe Eraſmus were the firſt : was 
he not ſo in diſcovering the genuine and ſuppolititious writings of ſevcral 
others of the Fathers, We muſt therefore enquire into the reaſon which 
Fraſmns had ofthis ſuſpicion ; Who tells us in his Epiſtle to John Dantiſ- 
cs the Poland Exbaſſadour, that by that time he had gone through half 
this work, he diſcerned a palpable incquality in the [ryle, ſometimes ſwel- 
ling to a Tragical height, and then ſinking into a vulgar flatneſs, having 
much more of oſtentation, impertinent digretiions, repetitions, than any 
of St. Baſils own writings which had alwaies a great deal of vigour, fim- 
Plicity and candour,with great evenneſsand equality, &c. And although 
this argument toallthat know the worth of that excellent perſon, eſpeci- 
ally iu his judgement of the writizegs of the Fathers will ſeem by no means 
contemptible, yer we have much greater reaſon for our ſuſpicion than this 
meerly trom the ſtz/e, For it you believe St. Baſil was a man who knew 
how to ſpeak contiſtencies, that he would not utter palpable andevident 
contradictions in his writings 3 you will have noreaſon to applaud your 
[i 2 felf 
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ſelf in this asa genuine piece of St. Baſils, at leaſt for the latter part of jt 
For whereas you make this the force of his words; That w-writter Trag;. 
tions have equal force to ſtir up piety, with the written Word : You couly 
hardly have named ſo many words which bear a greater face of contra. 
diction to a multitude of teſtimonies in his unqueſtionably genuine w;. 


$21%p9 nan; mew, L \aFngavias 2 
Tert, = avirar mn AS Were ww av 
enoroaphe'y AT Us Reap how Baſil. de 
ver3 ac pii fide, Tom 20.p.gr, lat. p.z%6, 

Teis Wxtapiors modus, mh nh Jets 
Re wi Cie. Hom. tg de Trinit, Tom. 1+ 
"On 6 mw iii y 1 Deaywa MET, TH 
paprueia © $nomWre 182010616 mAngoPoe 
ein uy  c1akor, wort 5  marn- 
ey. In Erhicis. Reg. 16 v. Tom. 2. | 
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tings. For, is it not St. Baſel who faith, That its, 
manifeſt falling from the Faith, and an argument 

arrogancy, either to rejett any point of thoſe things thy 
are written, or to bring is any of thoſe things that g, 
ot written ? Is it not St. Baſil who bids a man g.. 
lieve the things that are written, and ſeek not the thing 
that are not written Is it not the ſame St, 34 
who faith, That every word and ation oneht tyþ 
confirmed by the teſt1mony of Holy Scripture, for coy. 


crws 31,7 ap ri BH, 1b, reg, Bo. c.2z. firmation of the Faith of the good, and confuſion of tt 


Baſil, po 64+ 


=, 


evil © Is it not he who urgcth that very place to thj 
purpoſe, 1Whatſoever is not of Faith is ſor ; then whatſoever 1s without the 
Holy Scripture, bcing not of Faith,is ſm. Which at leaſt muſt be unde. 
ſtood of ſuch things which men have an opinion of piety and neceffity j 
the doing of. Thele and many other places may be produced out ot hi 
genuine writings atteſting the clean contrary to what you producethis 
place for. What then muſt we think of him ? Muſt we fay of himashe 
did of Gregory Thaumaturgss, that he ſpoke ſome things not 2:27:35; hut 
2urtz7;, not as though he believed them ; but for diſputation ſake, be 
cauſe they ſerved his purpoſe wei! ? Or rather, have we not much greater 
reaſon conſidering the contraricty «of .he Do@rize, as well as incqualityd 
ſtyle, to follow Eraſnius his judgement concerning this Book 2 E tpeclelly 


La.deV.D. conſidering that Be{armin himfclf, who flights Eraſmas his judgement 


D: Amſ]. 


Grat.l.l,c.13. 
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herein; yet, when he is pinched with. a citation out of his 4ſcetzcks, cal 
the ſincerity of that Book into queſtion, becauſe he doth not therein ſeen 
to admit of anwritten Traditions, which (ſaith he) ad Amphilochiunr he dat 
ſtrenuonſly defend, If cheretore he may queſtion another Eook fort 
agreeing with thzs, we may more juſtly queſticn this for diſagrecing with 
ſo many others, Thus you lee, it isnot meerly the ſtyle, and that cnlym 
the judgement of Eraſmns, which makes this Book ſuſpicious. And fron 
thoſe citations produced out of other writings of St. Baſtl, the (3.) thing 
evidently appears, viz. That he ſo makes the Scripture the touchſtone 
of all Traditions, as that Seriptzre mult be incomparably of greater force 
and ſuperiour dignity, than any unwritten Tradition whatloever, Bit 
Whether Stapleton in his teſtimony meant primarily Apeſtolical Traditions, a 
others, is not worth the enquiring. 

Concerning what follows, as to the ſimcerity and agreement of ancitn 
Copies of Scripture, and the means to be aſſured of the integrity of then, 
I have ſuffci-ntly exprefied my {clt already. Only what you add cor 
caring the integrity of Traditions above the Scripture, being new, delerves 
to be contice1ed, For, (ſay you) univerſal Tracitions are recorded in Att 
thours of 1 9 ſucceeding age © and it ſeems much z:ore incident to have 
rours ſup into writings of fo ereat bulk as 3s the Bible, which in their Edition 
aſs on'y through the hands of particular men. ihen that there ſhould be errow 
in publick,, univerſal, and immemorial 1r.itions, which are openly pradiſes 
throughout Chriſ: endom, and taken notice of ty every one in all ages, At 
from hence you inſtance in St, Johns Epijile, or St, Lukes Goſpel, which = 

origanaly 
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originally written to particular perſons, muſt be at firſt received as authentical 
wpon their credit: but ,on the other ſide, Apoſtolical Traditions (for which you 
inſtance in the Obſervation of the Lords day, Infant-baptiſm.uſe of Altars.&c.) 
in their prime Inſtitution and pradiſe being publickly praiſed and owned by 
the Apoſtles ;, it was incomparably harder, morally ſpeaking, to doubt in the 
beginning of theſe Traditions, then whether $t, Johns Epiſtle, or $t. Lukes 
Goſpel were really theirs or no. Whence we ſee ſome Books that were written 
by Apoſtles were queſtioned for ſome time, but theſe and ſuch like Traditions, 
were alwayes owned, as truely and really deſcending from the Apoſtles, To 
which I anſwer, 1. If you prove not ſome Tradition thus univerſally 
owned and received which we have no record of, or ground for the ob- 
ſervation of from Scripture, you ſpeak nothing at all tothe purpoſe; but 
twoofthoſe you inſtance in, Obſervation of the Lords day, and Pedobaptiſm, 
we have as much as is requiſite for the Chrrches practite from Scripture it 
elf; for the other, Of the Uſe of A/tars, it were a work becoming you to 
deduce the Hiſtory of them from the Apoſtolical tizres, beginning at the 
wor, or upper roorr where the Apoſtles met after Chrilts Aſcenſion, and 
fotracing them __ all the private houſes and Synagoeres in which the 
Chriſtians in the Apoſtles times had their ſolemn Aſlemblies for Divine 
worſhip; thence bringing down the Eiſtory of them carctully through 
all the perſecutions, and producing evidences to that purpoſe, out of Ter- 
tulian, Origen, Minutins Felix, and Arnobixs, only blotting out 20x where 
they ſpeak of Altars and Temples among Chriſt:ans, and telling us that 
ſome Proteſtants had corrupted their Books ; that where they utterly dif- 
ownthem, they did highly magnifie them ; that where they ſeemed to 
ſpeak moſt againſt them, it was not to let the Heathens know that they 
had them : By this mcans indeed you are like to acquaint us with ſome 
Unverſal Tradition lels lyable to corruption and alteration thanthe Scri- 
ptures, For this of Altars is the only thing by you mentioned, which 
ſeems any thing to your purpoſe, the other two being luthciently proved 
from Scripture 5 which acquaints us ſo much with Apoſtolical pradiſe, as 
to yield abundant realon for the praCtile of following Ages. You do well 
therefore to wrap up all other ſuch Traditions as might vye with the £eri- 
ptures for integrity, with a predent &c. For you cannot but know that 
this game of Tradition is quite ſpoiled, if we offer to come to particulars. 
But it is a fine thing in general to talk of the i-2poſſebility of corrupting ſuch 
a Tradition as had its riſe from the practiſe of the Apoſtles, and was by 
them delivered to fucceeding ages, and ſo was univertally practiſed by all 
Clriſtians as derived from the Apoſtles 5 but when we put but that ſullen 
demand, that ſuch a thing as hath no cvidence in Scripture may be 2amed 
which was fo univerſally received and owned as the Scriptures are, how 
many put offs, and &*c.'s. do we meet with all 2 For fear of being evi- 
dently diſproved in the particular'inſtanced in. 2. If there be ſo much . 
ercater evidence for Tradition than Scriptzre, whence came the very next 
ages to the Apoſtles to be lo doubtful as to Traditions, which yet were 
apreed in recetving the Scripture # I {peak not of luch things, which we 
have not the leaſt evidence the Apoſtles ever thought of, much leſs uni- 
verſally practiſed, (fuch as we contend the things in controverhie between 
you and us are) but in ſuch things which undoubtedly the Apoſtles did 
practiſe, ſo as that the Chriſtians of that Age could not but know ſuch a 
prattiſe of theirs. As in that Controverlic which toon riſe in the Church, 
ayout the day of the Obſervation of Eaſter 5 what conteſts ſoon grew 
between 
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between the Afar and Roman Chriſtians about this, both equally preteng. 
ing Apoſtolrcal Tradition, and that at the leaſt diſtance ihaginable frog 
the Apoſtolical times & For Polycarpe profeſled to receive his Tradition 
from St. John, as thoſe at Rome from St. Peter. If then Traditions be {, 
uncapable of falſification and corruption, how came they to be lo much 
to ſeek, asto what the Apoſtolical Tradition was in the very next age ſuc. 
cceding the Apoſtles ? Whit, Could nor thoſe who lived in St. Johns ang 
St. Peters time know what they did 2 Could they be deceived themfelye, 
or had they an intent to deceive their poſterity ? If ſome of them did fa. 
fifie Tradition ſo ſoon, we ſee what little certainty there is in the deriving z 
Tradition from the Apoſtles : if neither falſified, then it ſhould ſeem there 
was no univerſal prad:ſe of the ne concerning it, but they looked on 
it as a matter of i»differency, and ſome might practiſe one way, and ſome 
another. If(o, then weare yet further toſeck for an Univerſal Traditigy 
of the Apoſtles,binding ſucceeding Ages. For can you poſſibly think the 
Apoſiles did intend ro bind unaltcrably ſucceeding Ages in ſuch thing 
which they uſed a Liberty in themlelves ? If then it be granted, thatin 
matters of an indifferent nature the Apoſtles might practile leverally as they 
ſaw occaſion, How then can we be certain of the Apoſtles univerſal pradli 
in watters of an indifſerent nature £ It we cannot ſo, we can have no cy; 
dence of an Vniverſal Tradition of the Apoſtles, but in {me things which 
they judged neceliary. * But whence {hall we have this unqueltiorable 
evidence, firſt that they did fuch things, and ſecondly, that they did then 
with an apprehenſion of the weceſſety ot them, and with an intention to 
oblige poſterity by their actions 2 By what rule or mealure mult ye 
judge of this neceſſity ? By their Univerſal praiſe £ but that brings 
into a plain Circlez for we muſt judge of the zeceſety of it by their Univerſi 
pradtiſe, and we mult prove that Univerſal praGije by tlic neceſſity of the 
thing. For, if the thing were not judged necei/ary, the Apojtlcs might 
dittcr in their pra@ſe from one another. Whcnce then ſhall we prove 
any praGiſe neceſlary, unlels built on ſome xwalicrable ground of realor, 
and then it is not formzally an Apoſtolical Tradition, but the xſe of that con- 
mon rcaſon and prudence in matters'ot a religious nature : or elle by 
ſome pofitive Law and Tzſttution of thcirs ; and this, fuppoling it unwrit 
ten, mult be evidenced from {amething diſtinct trorm their practiſe, orc 
you mult aſlert, that whatever the 4poſtles did, they made an unalterable 
Law for ; or Jaſtly, you muſt quit all Unwritten Traditions as Vniverſd, 
and mult firſt inferr the zeceſſety, and then the Vniverſality of their pradtik 
from ſome record extant in Scripirre, and then you can be no further cer- 
tain of any. Univerſal praiſe of the Apoſtles, then you are of the &eri 
ptures : by which it will certainly appear that the Scripture is farr more 
cvident and credible, then any VUnrverſal unwritten Tradition, 

A clear and cvident Inltance of the uncertainty of knowing Apoſtolic 
Traditions in things nut detined in Scripture is one of thoſe you inſtance 
in your {c]f, viz, that of Rebaptizing Hereticks which came to be fo great 
a Cortroverſre.ſo {con after the Apoſrolical Age, For though this Contro 
vcrſie role tots height inSt. Cyprians time, which was about A. D. 250. 
yet it was bcg un ſome competent time before that. For St. Cyprian, 
his Epiſtle to Juvaians, where he gives an account of the Geners 
Conncil of the Provinces of Africa and Nunndia conliſting of event) 
one Z;//ofs, endeavours to remuve all ſuipicion of Noveity from 
their opiniun, For ( faith he) it is mo new or ſuddar thing amony 
Þ 


&, > 


—_-*. —_— az g_s a _ — —_ —— —M COONEY _ 


= SS = ts 


op wy 


=y 


t; 


Chap. VIII. | wor proved fro 


w to judge that thoſe ought to be baptized, who come to the Church from He- 


— a 


m Scripture. 


reticks; for now many years are paſt, and a long time, 
ſince, under Agrippinus, the BiſLops meeting together did 
tetermine it in Council, and thouſands of Hereticks 
have voluntarily ſubmitted to it, How far off could 
thit be from the Apoftolical times, which was done 
ſolong before Cyprians f And, although S. Auga(tine 

2s it was his intereſt ſo to do) would make this to 


Apuud nas autem, non nove ant repentian ret 
eſt, ut baptiz1»dos cenſeamus cos qui ab he- 
reticus 'ad Ecclefram veniunt; quande multi 
Jam aun ſunt, & longa atas, ex quo ſub 
Agrippine / 84venientes in unum Epiſcopi plus 
1m hoc ſtatneriat, arg, exinde in hodieynum 
diem tot millia bereticorum, &c, Cyprian. 
ep. 73+ 


haye been but afew years 3 yet we have greater evidence both of the De priſm.c 
eater antiquity, -and larger ſpread of this Opinion. Whereby we may 29% #4: 
ee, how little the judgement of Vincentivs Lyrinenſis is torelyed on as to 


Traditions, who gives Agrippinus ſuch hard words, 
for being the firſt 6 4 againſt Scripture, the Rule of the 
Univerſal Church , the judgement of all his Fellow- 
Prieſts, the cuſtom jþ his Anceſtors, did aſſert the rebap- 
tization of Hereticks. How little Truth there 1s in 
what Vincentizs here ſaies, and conſequently, how 


little certainty in his way of _— out Traditions, 


Agrippinus omnium mortalium prims Conrra 
Druinum Canonem, contra wnwerſalss Eccles» 
ſie regulam, contra ſeaſum amnium conſacer= 
dotum, coutia more atg. inflituta majoriumy 
baptizandss eas 4 ah heretics ad Eccieſnm 
vemrent, cenſuiſſe, Commonir. 1, 1,cap.9, 


will appear from 


the words of Dionyſis of Alexaridria, mn his Epiſtle to Philemon and 
Dionyſius concerning this ſubjeft. For therein he aſlerts, That long be- 


fore that cuitom obtained in Africa, the Jane was pra- 
Jiſed and decreed in the moſt famous Churches both at 
[conium, Synada, and other places, On which ac- 
count this great perſon profeſleth, that he durſt not 
condemn their Opinion who held ſo. Whether this 
Sd at Iconium were the ſame with that mentioned 


Mi v0 6 & A2Qicn woren 279 angeicy 1d 
2 6v, dohd x; 775 mNg 147% 1953 ey 
nwuw cmarxkorec Tels miudsIewn To's 
Tis MKAnoials tf mis Euvoitts mv 
ad\ gov o lwuvic x, Suadeig,&c, Apad 
Euſcb, Hiſt, Eccleſ, 1, 7.c, 7. 


by Firmilian, is not fo certain, but, if it were, that can beno argument 
againſt the Antiquity of it, For, although Firmlian ſay, That we long 


tro, meeting in Iconium, from Galatia, Cilicia, and 
the neighbour Regions have confirmed the ſame , 
viz. that Hereticks ſhould be baptized + yet, as the 
learned Yaleſizs obſerves, the pronoune We, is not to 
be underſtood of Firmilian's perſon, but of his pre- 
deceſſors 3 and therefore checks both Baronixs and 
Binixs for placing that 8ynod, A. D. 258. We ce 
therefore, this Opinion was ſo largely ſpread, that 
not only the Churthes in Africa, Numidia, and Manri- 
tania favoured it, but almoſt all the Eaſtern Chri- 


* ſtins, For Dionyſins in an Epiſtle to Xyſtus, who 


Dnod totum nos jam pridem ia Iconio qui 
Phiygie locus eſt collefity in wm convenien- 
tibia ex Galatid & (Hicid, coterus proxe 
1's regionibus confiimayimus. Cypr. ep 75. 
145: pronomen Nos non de ipfius Firmiliani 
perſond, ſed potins de equus deceſſdribus acci- 
piendum ct. Valeſ. nor, in Euſcb. 1.7. c,7. 


Verum etiom omnes ſers ( Eccleſie) quain 
Oriente magae nimere Chnſtianam pictatem 
profitebuntr, Rigale, now in Cyprian, 
P-145. 


lacceeded Stephanys at Rome, wherein he pleads for Moderation as to 

this Controverlie, and deſires him more throughly to conſider the weight 

of the buſineſs, and not proceed fo rafhly as Stephanus had done; he tells 

him in conclufion, that he writ not this of himſelf, but at the requeſt of 

the ſeveral Biſhops of Antioch, Ceſarea, Alia, Tyre, Laodicea, Tarſus, Ec. 

Nay, and as it appears by Firmilians Epiſtle, they made no queſtion but 

this cuſtorn of theirs deſcended from Chrift and his Apoſtles : For telling 

Cyprian, that in fuch places where the other cuſtom had been uſed, they 

id well to oppoſe truth to cuſtom 5 But we (faith he) joyn truth and cu- Cattrum ws 


veritath &f 


ftom together, and to the cuſton of the Romans, we oppoſe the cuitom of truth, c,,,,,uinm 
tolding that from the beginning which was delivered by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. junginus, & 


c8n/ wetudins 


Tonworum , conſurtud-aem ſed weritatis epponimus ; ab initio hac tenentes, quod I Chriſta & ab Apoflale traditum tt, 
tp. 75, Cypr. p, 164. cd. Rigalr, V, criam Baſil, cp, primi Canon, ad Amphilochium, Tom. 2, p. 759. 
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ing it was alwaies obſerved among ws.And thence charges the Church of Rome, 

in that Epiſtle, with violating that, and leveral other Traditions of the 

Apoſiles. But Vincentius Lyrinenſes (till rakes Stephens part; and all that 

he hath toſay, is, That that 3s the property of Chriſtian 

145, eſſe proprium chiiſans modeſtio & —_ and gravity, not to deliver their own Opinion; 
Fauttat es _ x5 Pann On cds to their pojteraty, but to retain the Tradition of their 
Sn pare, Ws Fore-fatiers, * As though the other fide could ng 
ſay the ſame things, anc with 25 much contidence as they did : but al 

the Queſtion was, What that Tradition was which they were to te. 

tain? The oneſaid onetÞing, and the other another. But, as Aigakiy 


And therefore adds, Nezther do we remember when this pra@ice began, ſe. 


One ſuns ſunt I Vincentio veriſſime at prite 
dent: fume pronvnciata, ſi non alia ſit « ma- 
joribus tradita, quam que 1410165 ab Apaſio- 
lus ſuſceperant : Cetrrgm,/ub nomne ac p"'= 
ſond majorumypcr fatuos art $ Val ſt 1s, aſprut= 
#a aut 5 ophi{t:ca pro Apoſiolicu traderentar. 
Kigalr, obſ<rv. in Cypi1an. p. 147- 


well oblerves, Vincentius ſpeaks very truly and pry 
dently, if nothing were delivered by our Anceitors, by 
what they ha4 from the Apoſtles ; but under the preteng 
of our Anceſtor, ſilly or counterfeit things may by fag) 
or knaves be delivered us for Apoitolical Tradition, 
And whether this doth not often come to pals, letthe 
world judge. Now thercfore, when thcſe perſon 


on both ſides had incomparably greater advantages of knowing what tle 
Univerſal Apoſiolical PraFice was than we can have, and yet fo irreconc 
lably dtitcr about it, what likelihood or probability is there, that we mz 
have greater certainty of Apoſtolical Tradition, than of the Writings of the 
ApoStles £ Eipecially in ſuch matters as thele are, in which it is very que 
{tionable, Whether the Apoizles had any occaſion miniſtred to them, t 
determine any thing in them. And therefore when Stephen at Rome, ad 
thoſe of his party pleaded cuſtom, and conlequently,as they thought, 4+ 
ſtolical Tradition ;, ut was not irrationally anſwered on the other fide 
Cranes Cyprian and Firmilian, that that might be, Becauſe the Apoſtles had not u- 
cafion given them to declare their minds in it, becauſe either the Heres 
were rot of ſuch a nature as thoſe of Marcion and Cerdorn, or elſe ther 
might not be ſuch returnings from thoſe Hereſees in the Apoſtolical tine 
to the Church 5; which being of fo black a nature, as to carry in themſuch 
ialignity, by corrupting the lives of men by vicious practices, there ws 
Ics probability cither of the tre Chriitians Apoſtatizing into them, orthe 


Duantum ad id perti4eat q'04 Strphanus 
dixit, quaſi Apoſio't eos q14 abheefi VN 
ent, bapt13,mi prob bucrinty &f bac Cuſt odt- 
endum poſteris tradiderter plen!ſiime 0s ve- 
ſpondiftis, Neminemn tam ſinltum eſe, qu hoc 
credat Apoſtotos trad d'fſe. quando etiam 
3n/as brreſes conflet execrabiles ac aetcſiun- 
das peſt cxtatiſſe, Firmi', Ep. Cypr.75. 


Aroftol: avtem nihi! quidem exinde precepe- 
yt, ſed conſuctn'ly illt qe opponebatur 
Cn i140, ab corum tralitione exord'uum 
ſmpifie credenda oft + fient [1mt multa que 
una r{a tent! Eciltfia, & 0b boc ab Apoſie - 
lt preccpta bene creduniny, quaaqumm ſcripe 
Ia 04 repeiiantiur, Aug. c, Donats 1.5 £23. 


recoverF oftuch who were fallen into them. Toth 
purpoſe Firmilian ſpeaks, That the Apoſtles conld m 
be ſuppoſed to prohibit the baptizing of ſuch which cam 
from the Hereticks, becauſe no man would be ſo fly 
as to ſuppoſe the Apoitles did prohibit that which cam 
not in queſtion till afterwards, And therefore $. 4 
entine, who concerned himſelf the moſt in this Cor 
troverhie, when he ſaw ſuch ill uſe made of it by the 
Donatiſis, doth ingenuoutly confeſs, That the Apoſtle 
aid determine nothing at all in it ;, but however ((aith 
he) that cnſlom which is oppoſed to Cyprian, is to 
believed to have its riſe from the Apoſtles Tradition; # 
there are many other things obſerved in the Church, ans 
on that account are believed to have been comman 


by the Apoſtles, although they are no where found written, But, what 
ent argument doth S. Auſtiz ulc to perlwade them this was an Apoite 
lical Tradition £ He grants, they deterrained nothing in it, yet would 

have it belicved, that an Univerſal Pradfice of ſucceeding ages, ſhould 10 


ply 
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ly ſuch a determination, though unwritten. . But, x. The Univerſal 
Praffice we have ſcen already, was far from being evident , when 
not only the African, but the Eaffern Church did practiſe otherwiſe, 
and that on the account of an Apoitolicel Tradition too. 2. Sup- 

ng ſuchan Vmzverſal Prafice, How doth it thence follow, that it 
muſt be derived from the Apoſtles ;, unleſs it be firſt proved, that the 
church could never conſent in the »ſe of any thing, but what the Apoſtles 
commanded them > Which is a very ds 4 ro. * — confider- 
ing the difterent emergencies which might be in the Churches of Apoſtoli- 
cal and ſucceeding times, and the different reaſorrs of pratfice attending up- 
on them, with that great defire which crept into the Charch of repreſen- 
ting the things conveyed by the Goſpel in an external ſymbolical manner, 
whence, inthe ſecond Century, came the uſe of many baptiſmal Ceremonies, 
thepregultatio mellis & ladtis, as Tertullian calls it, and feveral of a like 
mture, which, by degrees, came into the Chxrch: Muſt we now derive 
theſe, and many other cuſtoms of the Church necellarily from the Apoſtles, 
when, even in S. A#ſtins time, ſeveral cuſtoms were ſuppoſed to be ground- 
edon Apoſtolical Tradition, which yet are otherwile believed now. As in 


that known Inſtance of Tfants Participation of the Euchariſt, which is 


otherwiſe determined by the Council of Trent; and, tor all that I know, the 
arguments uſed againſt this Tradition by fome men, may as well hold 
againſt I»fant-Baptiſm ;, for there is an equal incapacity as to the exerciſe 


| fall aFs of reaſon and underſtanding in both : and, as the Scripture ſeems 


to ſuppoſe ſuch a@s of grace 1n one as have their foundation in the ule of 
reaſon, it doth likewite in the other, and I cannot ſee ſufficient evidence to 


 . thecontrary ; but if that place, Except a man be born of water, and of the Joh, . 5, 
| Spirit, be ſhall not enter into the Kingdom of Heaven, taken in the ſenſe of 


the Fathers, doth imply a neceflity of Baptiſm for all, and conſequently of 


| Children; that other place, YVerily, verily, T ſay unto you, Except ye eat the Joh. 6. 53; 


fleſh of the Sor of man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in you , taken like- 
wiſe in the ſenſe of the Fathers, will import the neceſlity of a participation 


| ofthe Enchariit by Infants as well as others. I ſpeak not this with an in- 
| tentionto plead either for this, or for the rebaptizing Hereticks, but to 


ſhew che great a-certainty of knowing Apoſtolical Traditions; ſome things 


| having been taken for ſuch, which we believe were not fo, and others 
* Which could not be known whether fo or no, by the ages next ſucceeding 
| the Apoſtles, | And therefore let any reaſonable perion judge what pro- 


bability there is in what you drive at, that Apoſtolical Traditions may be 
wore eafily known than Apoſtolical Writings. ; 

By which it appears, (3.) How vain and inſufficient your realons are, g, 5, 
Why Traditions ſhould n10t be ſo liable ts corruption as the Scriptures. 1. You 
lay, Univerſal Traditions are recorded in Anthours of every ſucceeding age 3 
and it ſeents more incident to have the Bible corrupted than them, becauſe of 
ts bulk and palſarg through the hands of particular men ; whereas univerſal 
and immemorial iraditions, are openly prattiſed and taken notice of by every 
one in all ages. To which T anſwer, 1. That you give #0 fuffcient reaſor 
why the B7b/e ſhould be corrupted. 2. Andas little why Traditions ſhould 

more preſerved than that. Two Accounts you give why the Bible might 
becorrupted by errours, becauſe of its bulk,, and paſſing through the hands of 
particular mien, But, Do you think it a thing impoflible, or at leatt un- 
realonable, to ſuppoſe that a Book ofno greater bulk than the Bible,ſhould, 


by the care and vigilancy of men, through the affiſtance of Divine Provi- 
Kk, dence, 


Part], 
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dence, be preſerved from any material corruptions or alterations 2 Surely 
Þ, 


2 


if you think ſo, you have mean thoughts of the Chriſtians in all ages, ang 
meaner of Divine Providence « For, you muſt {uppole Gol to take no Care 
at all tor the preſervation of a Monument of un peakable concertimentty 
the good of mankind; and you muſt conceive the Chriſtians, in all aver 
to be ſtupendiouſly careleſs and negligent, either in tranſcribing. or readin 
the Scriptures, which could ſuffer errours to {lip into them, withourdy 
covery of them. Do you think that the Chriſizars had no higher eſter 
of the-Scriptures,than ofthe Uſe of Altars, or any other of your immeny. 
rial Traditions ;, but, fay you, The one were publick, and the other paſy 
through the hands of particalar men. It ſhould ſeem then, their Altars were 
upon high places, but the Scriptures were only read in corners, never x 
ſuch thing being publickly read as the Bible, ſothat any alteration might 
be there,and no notice at all taken of it. The poor African Biſhop found th 
contrary to his ſorrow, who was in ſuch danger from the people, for alte. 
ing but one word according to S. Hieroms Tranſlation, as S. Auſt» report 
the ſtory. Bur, ſuppoſe zt paſſed through the hands of particular men, vi 
it therefore more liable to be corrupted ? I ſhould think juſt the COntrar, 
unleſs you could ſuppoſe all thoſe particular men to agree in corrupting x, 
which, conſidering the difference of opinions, capacitzes, and intereſts, is 
molt unreaſonable ſuppoſition ; that ſome verbal and Hteral miſtakes migy 
ſlip in, you might rationally imagine, but that therefore any great . 
ruptions ſhould creep into 1t, argues your mean thoughts both of Gu; 
Providence, and the care ofthe Chriſtian world, Well, but ſtill it is img; 
ſible to corrupt your Traditions. Tt were a much harder matter to freeyar 
Traditions from being corruptions themlelves of the purity of the Chriſta 
Church, And why lo hard for them to be corrupted ? Becauſe record 
in Authours of every ſuccceding age. Thad thought, all Books of equal, 
much bigger bulk than the Scripture, had been as liable to corruptin 
as that; but it ſeems net. If a Book be written of Traditions, the yey 
Traditions will preſerve it pxre, though as big as that Livy, Puenr meaur 
totum bibliotheca capit : But that isnot all, it ſeems, theſe Traditions at 
recorded in Authours of every ſucceeding age : Unhappy men we, that cam 
find them there! I wiſh, inſtead of writing Coztroverſees, you would writ 
the hiſtory of thele Traditions ;, but, be ſure todeduce them throughthe 
Authours of every ſucceeding age ;, and, I ſuppoſe, you mean, ever lincetix 
Apoitles, TI ſhall then indeed believe Popiſh Traditions to be no Noveltit, 
but not before. But, let us grant this : Were not the Scriptures atteſted 
by the fame Authours ? No, It ſeems, they were agreed about all Tradition, 
but nat jo about the Scripture. And the reaſon is, Becauſe the Seriptun! 
were firſt delivercd to private men, as $. John's Epiitle, and $, Luke's Goſpt; 
but Traditions had an univerſal praFice, But, Can you ſuppoſe it other 
wile, but that particular Books mult be firſt delivered to private men! 
Would you have them delivered only to Gereral Conncils, or the Pt 
and his Cardinals # It ſeems, S. Jokz was to blame for not directing bb 
Epiſtle to the Pope, inſtead of Gaizs ; and S. Luke his Goſpel to a Geer 
Conncil, m{tead of Theophilus ;, for then we might have had Infallible Cer 
tainty of them; but now it is a plain caſe, we can have no more than Mor 
Certainty that ever they were theirs. Bur, for this trick, it ſeems, the 
fared rhe worle ; for y te Books were doubted of, for many years, in pattt 
cxlar Churches, 1t is well yet, they were not diſcarded by your Catholic 
Church, becaule the Apoſtles did not put their Books into your hands tort 
comm 
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low,they mult fuppoſe an Infalible Ajſitance, beyond an Efential to make 
Kk 2 
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commend them. But what if ſome Books, by ſome wer, were tor ſome 
time doubted of, which yet were afterwards univerſally received upon 
fifficient evidence? Why ther (ſay you) Tradition hath much advantage 
of Scripture 2 How ſo? Was no Tradition,which would be accounted #7- 
zerſal, doubted of by any men at any time ? No (fay you) it is impoſſible 
it ſbould, for univerſal Traditions were univerſally prafiſed at all times. 
Now you ſpeak home ; and nothing wants to the proof of it, but only to 
let us know , What theſe Univerſal Traditions are, which were ſo uni- 
verfally praCtiſed in all ages, containing things different from Scripture, 
which are recorded in the A#thoxrs of every ſucceeding Age. Your of- 
fer is ſo fair, that my requeſt ſhall be very ſhort 5 7ame them, and prove 
thew, and I will believe you, but not before. So much for this, 
which, though a digreſ/zor in this Chapter, yet is not from the deſege of 
this diſcourſe, 

Setting aſide therefore your diſcourſe about A.C's. Pe being troubled, 
in which is nothing worth our notice 3 I come to the maindifpute of this 
Chapter, which is, Whether the Promiſes of Infallibility made to the Apoſtles, 


— 


S. 6: 


are to be reitrained to their own times, or to be extended to the preſent * 


Church iz all ages £ We allert the former, and you the latter. For which 
you produce this argument, That from theſe very places, Goriitians do in- 
ferr, that the Church ſhall never fall away and periſh, For if the aſſiſtance 
be not to preſerve the ſucceeding Church, at lea5t from ſome kind of errours in- 
fallibly; it may, notwithitanding all the aſſiitance he allows it here, fall in- 
to all kind of errours one after another, and ſo by degrees, the whole Church 
might fall into a general Apoſtacy, and thereby pcriſh, There muſt therefore 
be ſome kind of infallible aſſiſtance in the Apoſtles ſucceſſors, by virtue of 
theſe Promiſes. But, 1. Is it all one to ſay, There ſhall alwaies be a 
Church, and toſay, That Church ſhall alwaics be infallible £ Thole, who 
from the places in queſtion, do prove, that the Church ſhall never quite 
fall away, do not dream of a preſent Infallibility in your ſenſe, but that 
there alwaies ſhall be a number of men profeſſing Chrii7:azity in the 
world: And, Cannot you poflibly conceive, that there ſhould be ſtzh a 
number of men profeiſing ChriStianity without Infallibility? To help 
therefore your underſtanding a little 5 tuppole that all the members of 
the Romar Church ſhould in one age be deſtroyed (and, according to 

your former Principle, that if a Church may erre, we cannot be certain but 


+ that it doth erre; becauſe this may be, we cannot be certain but that it 


but we only make the ſuppoſition : Do not you think that there would 
be ſtill a number remaining, who profeſs Chriſtianity, of the Greek, and 
Troteif ant Churches? yet,l hope,you will not fay, that theſe were znfal/ible, 
There may be then a number of Chriitians, who are not 7nfalble ;, and 


| that is all which is meant by ſaying, That the preſent Church is infallible in 


Fundamentals, viz, that there ſhall alwaies be a Church, for that which 


| Makes them a Chyrch, is the belief of Fundamentals; and ifthey believe not 
| them, they ceaſe to be ſo. That therefore which being ſuppoled, a Church 


Is, and being deſtroyed, it ceaſeth to be, is the formal conſtitution of it; 
ut thus it is-as to the Church, the belief of Fundamentals makes it a 
Church, and the not belief of them makes them ceaſe to be a ChriStiar 
Church; 1 ſpeak of an Eſſential, and not of an Organical Church ;, and, 

ow not who thoſe perſons are, who, out of thoſe places, do infere 
the perpetuity of an Organical Church; nor, if they did, doth it thence fo 


t 
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it an OrganicalChurch.For I cannot imagine what neceſſity can be ſuppoſeg 
of T*fallibility, in order to that which may be ſufficiently conſtituted] With- 
out it. 2.I anſwer, the perpetuity of the Church doth rather arpue the 
Infallibility of the Promiſe then of the Church, Which if you did confider 
you would not certainly inferr Infa/ibilityfrom a promiſe of Perpetuity 
For all the 1nfa/ib:lity ſuppolable in this caſe is an Infallibility of Accoy. 
pliſhment of the Promiſe male. As in a clear and parallel Inſtance of thy 
Promiſe, The Scepter ſhall not depart from Judah, nor a Lawgiver from hy. 
tween his feet , untill Shiloh come. Taking it in the moſt received Inter. 
pretation among Chriſtians, that the Jewiſh Polity ſhould remain till th 
dayes of the Meſſias doth this inferr, that there ſhould be a continyy 
Infallibility m the Jewiſh Polity, becauſe there was a Promiſe made of jj 
perpetuity « When God ſaith, 72 Jeruſalem have I ſet my name for ever, doth 
it follow that Jeruſalezs ſhould be alwayes Infal/ible But how would you 
triumph beyond all reaſon, if you had but any thing like ſuch a promis 
for Rome, as that is for Jeraſalew ? Sup ſing then that the Promiſes by 
you inſiſted on, ſhould be lo far extended, as to imply a perpetuity of 
Chriſtian Church what doth that argue, but only this, that to make it ap. 
pear that Promiſe is Infallibly true, there ſhall alwaies be a ſucceſſion 
Chriſtians in the world. 3. Suppoſe I ſhould grant that the being gf, 
Chriſtian Church doth ſuppoſe the aſſiſtance of Gods Spirit, is therew 
aſſiſtance, but what is Infal{ible £ It not, no one can be a Chriſtian withar 
Infallibility; For we ſpeak of no other afſsſtance, but what is neceſkn 
to make men Chriſtians ; tor, what makes them ſuch ſeverally, takethen 
conjun@ly makes them a Church, But if you, beſides what aſſiſtance 
requiſite to make them Chrift;ans, do ſuppoſe ſomewhat more to nuke 
them a Church, I pray name what it is ; and whatever it be, it will nothe 
owned by ſach who inferr a perpetuity of a Chxrch out of theſe places, Bu 
if inorder to that no more be meant, (as no more can be mo what 
is neceſlary to make men Chriſtians then Infallibility will grow ſoche: 
and common, it will not be worth challenging by you for your Ch 
. SuppoſeI grant this affiſtance to be Tofall e, doth all infalible i 
FS make an 7»falible Teſtimony  T amture not in their ſenſe, wholy 
the Church is infallible in Fundamentals, for they never offer to alert thi 
the preſent Church 3s Infal/ible in defining what are Fundamentals, and 
what not. And this 1s the ory Infallibility in queſtion, viz. Such ao 
as makes the Teſtimony of thoſe who have it I»fal/ible. For ſuch a kind 
of aſſiſtance was that of the Apoſtles, which is only the thing enquired 
ter, If you can therefore prove ſuch an Tf llibilny in your Church 
Teſtimony, as the Apoſtles had, you do ſomething ; bur what is ſhort d 
this, is nothing at all to the purpoſe. 5. Suppoſe I ſhould grant theTe 
ſtimony of the Catholick Church to be Tafalltt, yet all theſe conceſſion 
were nothing for your advantage, unleſs you could as evidently prove 
that your Church is the only Catholick Church. Which that you can never 
do, will appear when we come to that queſtion. 6. Suppoſe I ſhould 
yield the Catholick Churches Teſtimony to be Infallible, and your Churid 
tO be the Catholick Church ;, yet all this is far from proving Pope, or Com 
cl. or both to be Infal/ible. For, By what means come they to claim the 
infallibility as belonging to them which is given to the Church? by what 
deeds are the conveyances ſettled of the previledges of the Churchto them? 
Whereis it ever ſaid in Scripture, or in the leaſt intimated.,that the Pre 
#iſes made to the Church are to be underſtood of the nar 
Cure 
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church? The Apoſtles had this Promile in their perſonal capacities made 
| to them, and not 1n a repreſentative 5 how comes then the Promiſe to be 
underſtood of a repreſentation afterwards? Thus you ſee, that you are 
at leaſt ſix removes from any title to claim this 1»/a//bility from theſe Pro- 
) miſes by : and therefore you have little hopes that your claim ſhould be 
, admitted upon fo (lender a 2tle. 
| From this therefore at preſent you fly off, to the vindicating A. C. from 
| aſſerting Infallibility belonging to all the Doftors and Paſtors of the Church ; 
which yet 1s a very good deſign to vindicate a man from his own words. 
For are hey not as exprels as may be, viz. That there is the Promiſe of 
Chriſt, and his Holy Spirits continual preſence, Luk. 10. 16, Matth. 28. 
19, 20. Joh. 14. 16. mot only to the Apoſtles, but to their Succeſſours alſo, 
'W tHe lawfullyſent Paſtours and Dotfors of the Church in all Ages. To which 
| his Lordſhip faith, Here's a deal of Infallibility indeed, and yet errour ſtore. ,, a 
| You preſently cry out, But what ſhall we ſay to an Adverſary that forges Pag. fp 
what Chimerical doGrine he pleaſes, and then fights againſt it, What Chi- 
merical Do@rine is that which he forges ? doth henot relate A. C's. words? 
and do you, or can you, deny them to be his words > But ſay you, This 
was not his meaning. I ſuppole you mean, That his words as they are, are 
not defenſeble , and therefore you mult have a op pzquawy for them : 
which 1s, That he did not makflend theſe words of every Do@or apart, but 
of Paſtors and Doors lawfully aſſembled in Oecumenical Councils, But, 
1. Are Paſtors and DodGors never lawfully (ent, but when they are in Oecu- 
menical Councils ? for it is plain A. C. ſpeaks of them as lawfully ſent. 
2. Have Paſtors and Doors met in Oecumenical Councils in all Ages? | 
would you could _ a truly Oecumerical Conncil inany Age 3 but ſure 
you never pretend to it 7: af Ages, yet it A.C's. words have any ſenſe in 
them, they ſpeak of ſuch an Infallibility, as belongs to the Church in all 
Ages, And therefore this plaiſter isa great deal too narrow to cover the 
ſore. But fay you, Every Authour is to be underſtood to mean by his words, 
| what they will properly bear ; and is conſonant with the meaning of his other 
words, I moſt freely grant you thisand all that follows, if you will prove 
it impoſſible for any man to ſpeak 20n-ſerſe, or contradifions; But I can 
more eafily proye it very poſſible for a man to ſpeak things which contra- 
diF one the other, which I have ſuftciently proved from your own dear 
| ſelf inthis very Diſcourſe of 1»fa//ibility. What follows concerning the 
Jeſuits pretence of Infallibility to themſelves (proved by his Lordſhip, from 
the words of the Apologiſt, to whom Caſaubon replies in his Epiſtle to Fronto 
Duczus, which are theſc, Let day and night life and death be joyned 
together, and then there will be ſozue hope that Hereſie may fall upon the perſon 
of a Jeſuite ) is very well worth the obſerving, were it only tor that rare 
and incomparable anſwer, which you make tothem. In which, it is hard 
topuels whether your ingenuity or your wit ſurpaſs the other. AKabbz 
Caſaubon, 1917 16:94 12491 Gor, muſt help hin out. An Apologiſt ſaith Calau- Pag. 106+ 
bon averres, "tis impoſſible for a Jejuite toerr. Who is this Anonymus Apo- 
looiſt? 4 Jeſuite or a Miniſter © for an Apologiſt and a Jeſuite, are no more 
| omertible terms, than a Jeſuite and a Miniſter. How ſhall we know then, 
rel whether this namele Apologiſt was a Jeſuite, or 4 Miniſter perſonating 4 Je- 
hat Jaite 2 The Goſpel will tell as : Ex ſru@ibus eorum cognoſcetis eos, O rare 
od Drollery ! doth this paſs for wit at Rowe # or muſt wethink you ſpeak 
__ theſe words in ood earneſt ? If ſo, your 1gxorance is more then ordinary 
te thele matters. For to pals by your unworthy reflection on that ex- 
yrch cellent 
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cellent perſon 7ſaac Caſaubon, whoſe memory is as farr above your ge. 
traction, as his {earning beyond your reach ; and, to let go your ſcurriloys 
Greek Proverb, wii wear rgxiv 3 (which ſome will tell you was Greek, fg 
a Feſuite )are you really ſo 7gnorant, that you did not know whether the 
Apologiſt,whoſe words are cited, were a Jeſuite or a Miniſter © What ng 
he, who profeſledly undertakes the Yindzcation of the Feſnites ? not he, 
who was fo ſerjoutly recofimended by Fronto Ducens a Jeſuite himſelf) 
not he, who induſtriouſly vindicates Ribadeneira, Scribanins, Emany| 
$4, Bellarmin, and others, in their doftrine which doth moſt refle& onthe 
Power and Authority of Princes ? not he, who extolls Father Garnet why 
was executed in England for the Ganpowder-treaſon, yet for all this not he 
known to be a Feſnite ? Are you yet to ſeek ? Apply but your own ul 
of the Goſpe/to what is ſaid already,and by thoſe fruits you cannot but kngy 
him to be a Jeſuzte. 

But now, notwithſtanding the ſufficient anſwers which have beenſoqf. 
ten given to the places produced for the proof of the Churches Infallibiliy 
out of Scripture, You thought it no needleſs trouble in A. C. to mention 
them, and much leſs in your ſelf to vindicate them from the Brſbops Inter. 
pretation : The places are Luk. 10. 16. He that heareth you heareth me, ar 
he that deſpiſeth you deſpiſeth me. Matth. 28. 20. I am with you alwaies 
the end of the world, Joh. 14. 16. The Comforter the Holy Ghoſt ſhall abi; 
with you for ever. 'That which you would inferr from thele places, i, 
That an TInfallible aſſiſtance is promiſed to the Church in all ages, not in it 
diffuſive ſenſe but repreſentative, viz. in the Paſtors and Dettors aſſembled i 
Council, The ſubſtance of his Lordſhips anſwer to theſe places, is in thek 
words ; Theſe promiſes were made of continual preſence and aſſiſtance, thi! 
grant ;, and they were made to the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors, that T grat 
too, but in a different degree. For it was of continual and Infallible a+ 


ſtance to the Apoſtles. but to their $Succeſſors of continual and fitting aſſitant, 


but not Tnfallible. To this you return no anſwer in genera], but ende- 
vour to evince the contrary from the particular places, by diſproving hi 
Interpretations of them. To the firſt therefore Luk. 10. 16. He that ten- 
eth you heareth me, &c. His Lordſhip anlivers, That this was abſolutelytne 
in the Apoſtles, who kept themſelves to that which was revealed by Chriſt ; tut 
it was to be but conditionally true in their Succeſſors, 1. e. ſo long and jo fan 
45 you ſpeak #1y words and not your own, For where the command is fir 
Preaching, the Reſtraint is added, Go, ſaith Chriſt, and teach all Nation: 
but you may not Preach all things that you pleaſe. but all things which That 
commanded you. The publication is yours, the Dorine is mine; and when 
the Dodrine is not mine, there your publication is beyond, or ſhort of you 
commiſſuon, To this you reply, That this is rather to pervert our $avio 
words, than to Interpret them, is manifeſt, And the reaſon you give, 
Becauſe a Setary,who denies the Apoſtles Infallibility as well as the Churcte, 
might apply this reſtraint to the Apoſtles themſelves. as well as he now applit 
it to their Succeſſors, But they are ſtrange kind of SeFarzes indeed who 
deny the Apoſtles Infallibility, and my memory doth not ſerve me with 
any ſuch who aflerted Chriſts Infallibility and denyed the Apoſtles ; but 
if there be any ſuch SeFarjes, let us know them, that we may then lay, 
There are ſome inthe world who believe great abſurdities as well as you- 
However let usfor the preſent, take this tor a ſuppoſetion, that any men 
Pr ry doſo; whether - wan they might not ſay, the Apoitles were only It 
a 


ible when they ſpake Chriſts words and not their own. 3. e, delivered ls 
Doctrine 


Chap. Vil |. not proved from Scrip ture. 


Dodrine and not any other. No doubt they might, and faid very yell 
init too. And if theſe be the SeFaries you mean, I am one of them my 
ſelf; For believe, the 4poſtles were no further Infallible then as they 
delivered Chriſts Do@rine to the world, and I ſuppoſe there are many ſuch 
SeFaries belides my fe]f. But allthe ditference then between the 4po- 
les and their Swcceſſors was this, that thoſe who heard the Apoſtles Do- 
Grine had ground to believe them Tnfallible in what they delivered for 
Chriits Doctrine; but we have no ground to believe loof any Church ſince 
the Apoitles times, that it is Tafallible in delivering the Doctrine of Chriit 
toothers. The promile then of 1nfallible aſſiifance as made to the Apo- 
les doth imply that Gods Spirit would be fo with them, that they ſhould 
deliver nothing for the revealed will of God or the Doctrine of Chrjit, but 
what was really and truly ſo. And it you can from this or any other 
place prove ſuchan I-fallible aſſiftance to the C hurch of all ages, you do 
ſomething, but not otherwiſe. But for this particular place, He that 
beareth you heareth me 5 I have ſomething more yet to ſay, which may 
manifeſt how wholly impertincnt it 1s to your purpoſe. x. It ſeems to 
me very queſtionable, whether any ſuch thing as Infallibility be at all im- 
plyed in this place : and then certainly from hence you cannot inferr a 
ſucceſſive Infallibility in the Church, And the reaſons why I queſtion it, 
are, T1. The Apgſtles themielves had not that continual Tfallible ajſe- 
ſtance of the Spirit of God till after Chriſts Aſcenſron, when the promile of 
Chriſts ſending his Spirit upon them was remarkably accompliſhed, Will 
youlay then they had 7,7ſallible aſi5tance by the Spirit, before the promiſe 
of that Tnfallible alſifFance was made to ther? .If then the Apoſtles them- 
elves hac! not ſuch a continual I1fallible affi5rance, much lets the L XX, 
Diſciples who are here ſpoken of. 2. The we/jage they were ſent upon 
did not at all require any I»fallible a15tance, for it was only a preparative 
meſſage, they rot being [cnt to deliver fully the Doctrine of Chris, but to 
tell them, The Kinedom of God is at hand, or nigh unto you, ver. 9,11. z.e. 
that blefled ſtate of things under the Meſ795 1s now ready to be revealed 
to you : the whole delign therefore of that commiſtion of the LY YX. Dil. 
ciplcs and the Apo$fles,when they were tir{t ſent abroad, was of the ſame 
nature with Jokz Bapti5t's,viz. to prepare people for the reception and 
entertainment of that Doctrine which Chris thould deliver to them. Now 
what 1nfallible ajſetance can be ſuppoled necellary in order to this ? 3.The 
worcs unply nothing of Infailible afrifance in them. For when Chriſt 
laith, He that heareth you heareth me, and ke that deſpiſcth you deſpiſeth me, 
and be that deſpiſeth me deſpiſeth him that ſent me : the plain meaning is 
nomore than this, They which hearken to your _— and believe the 
Ith of what you ſay, do therein manifeſt their readincf to hearken to 
me, and conſcquently will receive my Do@rine, when it is delivered to 
them; but they who deſpiſe this meſlage of yours, the affront they offer 
jou, reftle&ts moſt on me who ſert you 3 and they ſhall hind to their for- 
row, that in rejeFzg me they reject God too, who will puniſh them ſe- 
verely for it: which, that it is the meaning of the words, will very eaſily 


| appear to any-one that confiders the ſcope and defign of the place. Now 


151tnot poſſible for any to declare their reſpect to Chriſt by recelving his 
Meſjengers, without believing thoſe Meſſengers to be Infallib!: - If that be 


* Poſlible, then what kind of Infallibility can you hence inferr? 2. Suppoſe 


[ſhould grant theſe L X X Infalible in what they delivered, yet nothing 
can be hence drawn for the Churches continual Infallibility, becauſe of the 
different 
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different reaſon of one from the other, and that will appear in the 


things. 1. Theſe were immediately ſent abroad by Chriit himſelf, when 
there were no 1zfallible writings containing this Do@rine, made by him. 
ſelf or his Apoſtles. And was there not then much more reaſon fi 
fuch an Infallibility then there can be now 2 2. Theſe had ſufficient ex;. 
dences to atteſt that Tnfallitylity, by that power of Miracles, which th 
had in curing difeales and caſting out of Devils, ver. 9.---17. And there. 
fore thoſe they were ſent to ha ſufficient inducement to believe ſuch an 
Isfallibility, if they had pretended toit; when therefore you can proye 
the like of your lawfully ſent Doffors and Paſtors, either a-part or in | 
General Council, you may then from hence argue ſome thing toward thy 
Infallibility, but not before. 

In your following words you acknowledge a difference in applying 
this text tothe Apoſtles and their Succeſſors, For it was true in every one 
the Apoſtles apart, but it is wot ſo in every one of the ſucceeding Faſtors ; an 
for this you give theſe Realons, 1. Towr adverſaries and you are agreediy 
it, viz. That the Paſtors apart are fallible, 2. "Tis manifeſt by experien, 
that many eminent Paſtors have not only been erroniows, but heretics 
2. There 3s univerſal Tradition for it. 4. Plain Scripture for it, that ex 
from themſelves there ſhould ariſe ſome that fhould ſpeak perverſe things. The 
reaſons acknowledge tobe fo true, that, 1f you had expreſied the 7ge 
himſelf in them, you could not have proved his fallibility better, thenhy 
Experience, Conſent, and Scripture. But yet you have two Reſerves in2 
Corner, which marr all the reſt, viz. that from theſe places you make 
General Councils infallible, and, according to gout moſt received perfinl- 
on,the Pope too. Do you fo indeed ? and from theſe places? and bat 
of them Infallible, whether they agree or not ? But if our reaſons be nt 
ſtfonger againſt any ſuch T»fallibility deducible from theſe places, tha 
yours arc tor it (for I havenot ſeen any) T ama content to blind my under 
ſtanding ſo much, if I can, as to believe what you ſay, That to give reaſon 
againſt your expoſtion is impoſible. But as your reaſon in all other thing 
is weak, fo in this 1t appears, that either your 7gzorarce or your confident 
is intolerable. 

The next place, is, Matth. 28. 20. I am with you alwaies, even unto tk 
end of the world, To which his Lordfhip faith, Tes xroſ# certain it is, pr: 
ſent by his ſpirit ;, for elſe in bodily preſence, he continued not with his Apoſlls 
but during his abode on earth, And thts promiſe of his ſpiritual preſencens 
to their $ucceſſors ;, elſe why to the end of the world ? The Apoſtles did mi 
conld not live ſo long 5 But then tothe Succeſſors, the Promiſe goes no furths 
than, T amwith you alwaics, which reaches to continal aſiſtance, but notti 
Divine and Tnfallible, What fay you now to this? Why forſooth, ti 
the ſaxre anſwer as before, and therefore deſerves no further refutation. Bit 
doth it not deſerve ſome further proof of your Infallibility from th 
place 2 Or are you content to let it go, becauſe you cannot but ſee, thats 
ſpiritual preſence and not infallible is hereby promiſed, either tothe 4 
ſtles or their Suceeſſors, although from other places it appears, that th: 
ſpiritual preſence ot Chriſt with his Apoſtles did extend to to high a degree. 

as to make them 72f.u/ible in what they delivered for the Dorine i 
Chriſt, but no place of Scripture doth aſlert ſo much of the Churches infall 
bility. It is well then that you grant, that St. Gregory did not believe at 
infallible aſsiſtance in the Paſtors of the Church; but (you ſay) he underſtis 


it of them apart , tomake which probable, you mutt produce ſome othet 
places 
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places, where he faith otherwile of them in Courcil. But how a gracious 
preſente of Chriſt with hjs Church, which you grant Khabanus Maurus meant 
by this place, ſhould ſuppoſe a conjun@7ve 1nfallibility of the Paſtors as a 
neceſlary foundation and fupport of the Church difſuſroe,l confels is beyond 
my underſtanding z . but at leaſt 74 ſay, it demes it not - neither doth it 
deny that you or I are infallible ; but doth it therefore follow that we are 
ſp? What places you produce (or rather bid us go ſeek for out of the 
Fathers) to prove that they, in effect, (it ſeems then, not evidently) do at- 
tribute infallibility to the Church (but by no means Divine znfallibility, for 
this is more than the third time that you have forbid the Barzes between 
thoſe two words Divize and infallible ) will to any that reads them appear 
to be capable of proving no more than the Perpetuity of a Church 1n the 
world ; but if any ofthem can do any better ſervice, I doubt.not, but we 
ſhall again meet with them, and therefore ſhall adjourn their confidera- 
tion to a more convenient place. To prove that any of the Fathers have de- 
aged this place to extend to infallibility, is a very unreaſonable thing which 
you put the. Biſhop and his party upon, becaule they only deliver what they 
conceive the meaning of places to be, without refiections on any Hereſtes, 
but ſuch as were molt prevalent in their own times. And it your Church 
had in their time challenged 7fallibzlity from fuch places, you might 
have heard of their Negative, which at preſent you put us unreaſonably 
tO prove, + 

Your anſiver to Joh 14. 16. only is, that it muſt be underſtood in ſome 
alfolute ſenſe 5 and doth not his Lordſhip fay fo too, viz. 3» regard of Con- 
folation and Grace, But if you ſay,there can be no other abſolute ſenſe, but 
an infallible aſſiſtance, you would do well to prove it and not barely to ſup- 
pole it : and ſo likewiſe, what follows as to Johr 16. 13. (which his Lord- 
ſhip juſtly reſtrains to the Apeſtles alone) you tell us, That you contend, 
that in whatſoever ſenſe all truth is to be underſtood in reſpect of each Apoſtle 
apart, it is alſo to be underſtood in relation to their Suceeſſors, aſſembled in a 


| full Repreſentative of the whole Church, That you contend, we grant ; but 


we lay, it is without ſenſe or reaſon. And therefore come to examine 


what you produce for it. Your firſt reaſon, Becauſe the Repreſentative of P.1oz. n.s. 


| theChurch in General Council, and the Biſhop of Rome as Paſtor of the whole 
| Church, have equal power to oblige the Church to believe what they deliver, as 


each Apoſtle had, is utterly denied, and muſt be morethen barely ſuppoſed 
as iris here, Your ſecond, which you call the Fundamental reaſon of this 
Expoſition is,in ſhort, That the preſervation of the Church requires infallibility 


' Infuture ages of the Church, as well as in the Apoſtles times, which 1s again 


utterly dcnied 5 And the next time you write, I pray prove your reaſons 


+ VWell;and think not your-contident producing things you know are denied 
| byus, will ſerve for reaſons againſt us. Before you can ſufficiently prove 
| thatany rite of the Church, not mentioned in Scripture, had the Holy Ghoſt 
| forits Authour, eſpecially when contrary to a cuſtome exprelled in Scri- 
* Ptwre, you muſt do more then produce a ſingle teſtimony of St. Augſtine 


forit 5 who was apt to ſuppole the Holy Ghoſt might be pleaſed with ſuch 


| things, which the Church, though not therein infallible, might conſent in 
| theprattiſe of Which certainly is far from ſuppoſing the Church to have 


infallible aſſiſtance with it, in delivering DoCtrines of Faith ; becauſe 
lome things might be uſed inthe Church which the Holy Ghos? might be 
lappoſed not diſpleaſed with, which is the utmoſt can be made of your 
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It ſeems you were aware of that diſparity between the Apoitles times 
and ours, as to the pretence of 7fallibility, becauſe the Apoſtles were firſt 
to deliver this Doctrine tothe world, and after to confign it by writi 
to future ages 3 from whence it were eaſe to inferr, there could not he 
that neceſſity of a Contirual Infallible Aſſiſtance in the Church, becauſe the 
Doftrine intallibly delivexed by them is preſerved inthe Church by the 
Trifallible Records of it, But to this your anſwer is conſiderable, Irhy 
wiſe man (lay you) would go about to raiſe a ſtately building for many ages, 
and ſatisfie himſelf with laying a Foundation to laſt but for a few years? Op 
Saviour the wiſeſt of Architet#s, is not to be thought to have founded this iy. 
comparable building of the Church upon ſands which muſt infallibly have hap 
pened, had he not intendedto afford his continual aſſiſtance alſo to the ſucceed. 
ing Paſtors of the Church, to lead then, when aſſembled in a General Cound, 
into all thoſe truths wherein he firſt ſetled the Apoſtles. Whether you call 
this arguing for the Churches inſallibility, or libelling againſt our bleſe 
$4aviour if he hath not done what you would have him, 1s hard to deter. 
mine. I am fure, it is arguing ab abſurdo with a witnels ; for if he hath 
not done, juſt as you fancy he ſhould have done 3 he muſt venture toe 
accounted an Jerorarmmns and Twpoſtor before, and here to do that which 
wiſe man would have done, viz. build a ſtately Fabrick,, the Church, upon th 
Sands, So it ſeems you account the Prophets and the Apoſtles : tor if the 
Apoſtle may be credited, we are built on the Foundation of the Apoſtles a 
Prophets, Jeſus Chriſt himſelf being the chief Corner-ſtone. And this is it you 
muſt mean by 6:1;9 built on the ſand; for herein it is plain, the Churchis 
built on theſe, v2. that Trfallible doFrine which was delivered by then, 
but herc is not one word or the leaſt intimation of an iztherent infallibili 
in the C/urch which was to be its foundation fo as to ſecure it from al 
errour. And this (you ſay) wnſt infallibly happer, if there be not the ſun 
infallibility in General Councils which was in the Apoſtles ; tor that I ſuppde 
muſt be the meaning of your laſt words, if they be tothe purpoſe. Bu 
how grourdlcls your pretence of the Infallibility of General Councils, 
will appcar when we come to that ſubject 3 but haye you ſo little of con- 
mon ſcnſe and reaſon with you, as tg ſuppoſe the Church preſently not 
withſtanding the Divine Revelation of the DoFrine of Chriſtin in 8c 
pture to be built on Sand, 1f Gereral Conncils be not infallible 2 Ts therenc 
ſufficient ground torcly on the Doctrine of Chriſtianity, ſuppoiing there 
never had been any General Council in the world 2 What was the Churd 
built on before the Niceze Conrcil, only on Sand? ſurely the Wind and 
Eil/ows of perſecutions would then have eaſily overturned it. What i 
through civil combuſtions in the Expire there could never have been any 
Aſſemb!y's cfthe Biſhops afterwards, muſt the Church needs have fallento 
the ground for want of Gezeral Conncils £ But why, I pray, muſt the I 
fallibility ofthe Apeſtles be compared only to a foundation that can laſt bi 
for few zears ? Doyou ſuppoſe that theſe Apoſtles never did commit their 

Doeifrine infallibly to writings, or that theſe writings of theirs did laſt but 
for - few ears£without one of thele,it is hard to find out your meaningby 
tholc cxpreflions. If you deny cither of them, I ſhall readily prove them: 
but if you affirm both theſe, (as if you are heartily a Chriſt;an you mult 
00) with what face can you fay that Chriſt, in making the Apoſtles infalli 
ble. d1d Jay a Forrdation but for a few years. But thanks be to God, al 
though perverſe and unreaſonable men arealwaies quarrelling withthe 


methods of Divine wiſdow and goodneſs, this Foundation of the Lord fans ; 
el 


Chap. VIII. not proved from Scripture. 259 3 


eth fare ſtill; and,as long as the Infallible DoFrine of the Goſpel continues,the 
Charch will be built on a ſtedfalt and unmoveable Kock, which will prove 

a much ſurer Foundation than the ſeven Hills of Infallibility. But this is 

your grand and fundamental miſtake, to luppcſe a Church cannot con- 

tinue without a vital inherent Principle of Infallibility in her ſelf, which 

muſt be diſcovered by Ifallible Directions from the Head of it : whereas 

we grant the neceſſity of an 1nfallible Forndation of Faith, but cannot 

diſcern cither from Scripture, Reaſon, or Antiquity, that there muſt be a 

living and ſtanding Infallible Judge, which mult deliver and interpret thoſe 

Infallible Records to us. We grant then Infallibility in the Foundation 

of Faith, we aflert the higheſt Certainty of the Tnfallibility of that Four- 

dition, we declare that the owning of that infallible Foundation is that 

which makes men Chriſtzans (the body of whom we call a Church) we 

further grant, that C-riſt hath left in his Church ſufficient 2zcarrs for the pre- 

ſervation of it in Truth and Unity ; but we deny that ever he promiſed 

ſuch an Zrfallibility to be conſtantly reſident in that Church, as was in the 

Prophets and Apoſtles z, and that neither any intention of Chriſt, or any rea- 

fbnin the thing can be manifeſted, why tuch an zfallibility ſhould be fo 

ncceflary ſor the CEurches preſervation, that without it, the Wrſdom of Chriſt 

muſt be queſtioned, and the Church built on a ſandy Foundation. Your 

citation of Yincentivs Lyrivenſes proves nothing bur the Churches conſtan- 

cyin adhcring to that Doctrine of Faith, which was delivered from the 
beginnings but how that ſhoutd prove a ConSrart Infallibility, T cannot 
underfrazxd , unlcts it is impottible that, there thould be any Trath, 

where there 15no inherent 1f.e/{bility. 1hus we fee, what very little ſuc- 

ce you have inthe attempt of proving the Churches continual Tnfallibils- 

i; trom Scripture, 

From hence you procced to the conſideration of the way, How Scri- $+ It. 

flare and Tradition do mutually contirm each other. His Lordſhip grants, 

That they do mutually, but not equally,confirm the anthority either of other. For ©-95-9 3m 

| Scripture doth infallibly confirm the authority of Clurch-1raditions, truly ſo 

' WW called: but Tradition deth but morally and probably confirm the authority of 
WW the Seripture, This (you fay) 35: apparently falſe, but endeavour not to 
make it cvident, that it is ſo : Only you ſay, 4A. C. refuſed already ts grant 
it, Etquid tum poſtes* Muſt every thing be falſe which 4.C. refuſes to 
pane! But let us ice, whether his $1-2:4;tude makes jt out. . For (ſaith 
ic) ts as a Kings Embaſſadours word of month, and his Kings Letters bear 
mul] wilneF to each other, Juſt jo indeed (laith his Lordihip) For his 
Kings Letters of Credence under kand and Seal, confirm the Embaſſadonrs 
autkori'y 77:faifly to all that know his Seal and haud : But the Embaſſadours 
word of mout9 confirurs his Kings Letters, but only probably. For elſe, Why 
are they call d Letters of Credence, if they give not him more credit, than he 
gives them s To which you makea large Reply. 1. That the Kings hand 
and Seal cannot confirm infallibly to a Forein King, who neither knows hand 
nor Seal, the Exbaſjadonurs authority and therefore this reacheth not the bu- 

Pref, How we ſhould know infallibly, that the Scripture is Gods Word. 2.That 
the primary reaſoz, Why the Embaſjadour is admitted, is his own credit, to 
hh correſpond the motives of Credibility of the Church, by which the Let*- 
ters of Credence are admitted, 3, That none can give authority to the Letters 
1 of Crecence, or be infallibly certain of them, but ſuch as infallibly know that 

"te Þ Pare and Seal, 4. That none can infallibly know that hand and Seal, but 

wh - fuc3 as ate certainof the m—_—_ ſancerity. But, Doth all this O_ 
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The C hurches 1 nallibility not proved, &c. Pant 


what his Lordſhip ſaith, That though there be a tual Teitimony, yet it 
5s not equal; for, although the Letters of Credence might be the ſooner 
read and admitted of, on the Exbaſſadours Repmtation and Sincerity, ye 
ſtill thoſe Letters themſclves, upon the delivery of them, may further, ap 
ina higher degree, confirm the Prizce he is ſent to, of his athority to ag 
as Embaſſadour. Suppoling then, that there be a ſufficient Teitimony, thy 
theſe Letters were ſealed by the Secretary of State, who did manife(t his 
Sincerity inthe higheſt manner in the ſealing of them; though a Foreiy 
Prince might notknow the hand and Seal, yet upon ſuch a creditable Te. 
ſtimony, he may be aſſured that they were ſealed by the Prince himlej 
But then withall, if the Embaſſadowr, to allure the Prince, offers his own lie 
to atteſt the truth of his Credemtials, and the Pravrce by reading the Letter, 
find ſomething in them which could not be written by any other than thy 
Prince, he then hath the higheſt certainty he can defire. This is the aſs 
between Tradition and Scripture General Tradition at firſt makes way fi 
the firſt admiſſion of Scripture, as the general repute of an Embaſſadoy; 
coming doth for his acceſfto the Prince 3 the particular Tradition of the 
Church, is like the Embaſſadowrs affirming, to the Prince, that he hath Let. 
ters of Credence with him ; but then, when he enquires into the Certain 
of thoſe Letters, thoſe Motives of Credibility (not which relate to the 
perſon of the Embaſſadour) but which evidently prove the ſealing of tha 
Letters (asthe conſtant Teitimony of ſuch who were preſent at it, the 
Secretaries and Embaſſadours venturing their lives upon it) muſt confim 
him in that ; and laſtly, his own reading the Credertials, give him the 
_ Confirmation, i.e, The teſtimony of thoſe who ſawthe miracles 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and confirmed the Truth of their Teſtimzozy, by thei 
dying for it,are the higheſt inducement to our believing that the Scripturs 
were lealed by God himſelf in the miracles wrought, and written by hi 
own hand, his Spirit infallibly aſſiſting the Apoſtle ; but (till, after allthi, 
when in thele very Scriptures we read ſuch things as we cannot reaſonably 
ſuppoſe could come from any but God himfelf; this doth in the highel 
degree ſettle and confirm our Faith, Therefore, as to the main ſcope 
tor which this Similitude was uſed by his Lordſhip ,it holds ſtill 3 but your 
miſtake lyes,in ſuppoſing that the Exrbaſſadours reception depended whol- 
ly on his own ſingle Teſtzz20zy, and that was enough to make any Prin 
infallibly certain that his Letters of Credence are true > which cannot he, 
unlels he knows before-hand that Embaſſadonr to be infallibly true, which 
1s impoſ{ible to be ſuppoſed at his firſt reception. Yet this 1s plainly your 
caſe, that the Scriptures are to be infallibly believed on the fingle Teſt 
mony of rhe preſent Church, which is, to make the Embaſſadour himlelt 
give authority to his Letters of Credence, and ſet haud and ſeal to then, 
Whereas the contrary is mGſt evident to be true. But then, ſuppoling 
thele Credentials admitted, the Priztce tranſacts with the Emzbaſſadour, ac- 
cording to that power which is conveyed to him therein. And thus its 
in the preſent caſe: Not as though a Prince treated every Envoy with equal 
reſpect toan Embaſſadour, no more ought any PaFfors of the Church be 
received, but according to that power and authority which their Cre 
dentials, viz.the Scriptures do convey to them. We own therefore the 
Apoſtles as Gods immediate Embaſſadonrs, whole miracles did atteſt theit 
commiſtion from Heaven to all they came to; and no perſons could pre 
tend ignorance, that this is Gods hand and Seal; but all other Paſtors 


the Church we look on only as Agents ſettled to hold correſpondency be: 
tween 
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eween God and Vs, but no extraordinary Embaſſadonrs , who mult be 
looked on as immediately tranſacting by the I»fallible Commiſſion of Hea- 
ver, Whentherefore the Paſtor or Paſtors of your Church ſhall brivg new 
Credentials from Heaven, atteſted with the ſame Broad-ſeal of Heaven, 
which the Apoſtles had, viz. Aracles, we thall then receive them in the 
fame capacity as Apoſtles, viz. ating by an Irfallible Commiſſion, but not 
tillthen. By which I have given a ſufficient Anſwer to what follows . 
concerning the credit which is given to Chriſt's Legats as to himſelf ; for 
hereby it appears they are to have no greater authority than their Com- 
miſſin gives them. Produce therefore an Infallible Coxrmijſsor for your 
Paitors Infallibility, either apart, or conjunAly, and we ſhall receive it; 
but not elſe. Whether A.C. in the words following, doth in terms at- 
tribute Divine and Infallible authority to the Chureh, ſuppoſing it infallibly 
dſſiited by the Holy Ghoſt, is very little material ; for, Whether he owns 1t 
orno, it is ſufficient that it neceſlarily follows from his Do&trine of Infal- 
lbility. For, How canthe Church be infallible by virtue of thoſe Promi- 
ſer, wherein Divine Infallibility, you ſay, is promiſed, and by virtue of 
which the Apoſtles had Divine Infallibility, and yet the Church not to be 
divinely Infallible® The remainder of this Chapter, which concerns the 
ſenſe of the Fathers in this Controverfie, will particularly be conſidered in 
the next, which is purpoſely deſigned for it. 


Caapn 5 
The Senſe of the Fathers in this Controverhie. 


The Judgement of Antiquity enquired into, eſpecially of the three firſt Centu- 
ries; and the reaſons for it. The ſeveral Teſtimonies of Juſtin Martyr, 
Athenagoras, Tatianus, Irenzus, Clemens Alexandrinus, ard al/ the Fa- 
thers who writ in vindication of Chriſtian Religion, manifeſted to concurr 
fully with our way of reſolving Faith. T. C's. Anſwers to Vincentius Ly- 
rinenſis, 4 Gandavo, and the Fathers produced by his Lordſhip, bitifully 
weak, The particulars of his gth. Chapter examined. $. Auguſtine's 
Teſtimony vindicated, T. C's. nanſcous Repetitions ſent as Vagrants to 
their ſeveral homes. His Lordſhips Conſiderations found too heavy for 
T. C's. Anſwers. Tn what ſenſe the Scripture may be called a Precognitum, 
What way the Jews reſolved their Faith. This Contreverſie, and the firſt 
Part, concluded, 


| vis thus largely conſidered, whatever you could pretend to, for 
the advantage of your own cauſe , or the prejudice of ours, from 
Reaſon and Scripture 5 nothing can be ſuppoſed to remain confider- 
able, but the judgement of the Primitive Church in this preſent Contro- 
verſie. And next to Scripture and Reaſor, I attribute ſo much to the ſenſe 
of the Chriſtian Church inthe ages next ſucceeding the Apoſtles, that it is 
n0 mean confirmation to me of the truth of the Proteſtant Way of reſolving 
Faith, and of the falſity of yours, that I ſee the one fo exactly concurring, 
and the other ſo apparently contrary to the unanimous Conſent of Arntiqui- 
ly. For, though you love to make a great noile with Aztiquity, among 
perſons meanly converſant init; yet thole who do ſeriouſly and impartial- 


ly 


$. 1, 


T he Senſe of the Fathers Part, 
— — X CA 
ly enquire intothe ſenſe of the Primmtive Church, and not gucls at it by the 
ſbred; of Citations to your hands in your own writers (which is genera}. 
ly your way) will ſcarce in any thing more palpably diſcern your jug. 
ling and impoſtures then in your pretence to Antiquity. I ſhall not here 
enquire Into the corruptions crept into your Church under that diſeniſe 
but,as occaſion is miniſtred go me, in the following diſcourſe, (hall endea. 
vour to pluck it off, but ſhall keep cloſe tothe matter in queition, Three 
things then I deſign in this Chapter. 

1. Toſhew the concurrence of Antiquity with us in the relvuluticn 
Faith, | : 

2. Examine what you prodrnice from thence, either to aflert your oyy 
way, or enervate Ours. : : 

3. Conſider what remains of this Controverſie in your Book. 

1. For the manifeſting the concurrence of Antiquity with us ; T ſhall 
confine my preſent diſcourle to the moſt pure and genuine Antiquity, keey- 
ing within the compals of the three firit Centuries, or at leaſt, of thole why 
have purpoſely writ in vindication of the Chriſtzar Faith. Not that Td 
in the leaſt diſtruſt the conſent of the ſucceeding Writers of the Primitig 
Church, but upon theſe Reaſons. 1. Becauſe it would be too large 2tu 
at preſcnt to undertake, ſince no neceflity from what you object, but on- 
ly my deſire to clear the Trath, and rectihe the miſtakes of ich, who are 
led blindfold under the pretence of Antiquity, hath led me to this dif. 
courle. 2. Becauſe in reaſon they could not but underſtand beſt the waig 
and methods uſed by the ApoiZles tor the perlwading men to the Chriſti 
Faith; and if they had mentioned any Geblebing as an Infallibility i. 
wales to continue in the Charch, thoſe PaStors certainly who received the 
care of the CErrch from the Apoſtles hands, could not but have heardefit: 
And wcre ſtrangely to blame if they did not diſcover and make ule of it 
W hatevcr therefore of truly ApoStolical Tradition, is to be relyed onin 

ſuch cales, muſt be conveyed to us from thoſe perſons who were the 
Apoitles immediate Succeſſors , and it 1t can be made manite(t that they 
hcard nct of any ſuch thing, in that, when occaſion was offered, they ar 
ſo far frem mentioning it, that they take ſuch different waies of ſatisfying 
men, Which do maniteſtly ſuppoſe that they did not believe it. I knoy 
ſome of the greateſt Patrozs of the Church of. Rowe, and ſuch who knoy 
beirhow to manage things with beſt advantage for the intereſt of that 
Ciirch, have made little account of the three firit ages, and confine! 
thcmſclves within the compaſs of the four firſt Councils, upon this pre 
tence, becauſe the Fooks and H riters arc lo rare before, and that tholeprr 
ſors who lived then, had no occaſten to write of the matters in Contro- 
verlic between them and us. But it the ground why thoſe other thing 
which are net determined in Seripture,are to be believed by us, and prattt 
{ Tedasncceſlary.be,that they were Apoſtolical Traditions, Who can be more 
compctent Jes what was ſo, and what not,then thoſe who lived nearelt 
the Apoſtolical tires? and thoſe certainly(if they writ of any thing) could 
nor 11: OF any thing of more concernment to the Chriſtzan world, that 
the krowledge of ſuch things would be; or at leaſt we cannot imagine 
but that we fhould find expreſs intimations of them, where ſo many, 
wile, and learned perſons do induſtrioutly give an account of themſelves, 
andthcir ſolemn actions to their Heathen perſeentors, But however ſilent 
rhey may be 1n other things, which they neither heard, nor thought 0, 
as in the Cuſtoms controverted between the rapiſts and us (ww , 
oubt, 
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doubt. is the true reaſon why the three firſt ages are declined by Cardinal 
Perrone) yet there is not the leaſt ſhadow of pretence, why they ſhould be 


' lent in this preſent Controverſie, fince the great bufinefs of their wri- 


tings was to vindicate the Chriſt;an Faith, to perſwade the Heathers to 
believe it, and to manifeſt the you on which they were induced to 
believe themſelves. If therefore in this they do unanimouſly concurr 
with that reſolution of Faith I have already laid down, nothing can be de- 
fired more for the evidence and confirmation of the truth of our way, 
than that it is not only moſt conſonant to Scripture, but built on the trueft 
Reaſon, and was the very ſame which the Primitive Chriſtians uſed when 
they gave an account of their Faith + Which I ſhall do, not by ſome 
mangled citations, but deducing it from the ſcope and defign of their wri- 
tings, and drawing it fuccefſively down from the firſt after the Apoſtles, 
whoappeared in Vindication of the Chriſtian Faith. 

[ begin with Juſtir Martyr, who, as Photixs ſaith of him, was eviq #n 
w yoirg mie mr 'Amoior, i717 dowry, not far from the Apoſtles either in time 


fian, we may in reaſon think, that he was more inquiſitive into the 
grounds of Chriſtian Faith, before he believed, and the more able to give 
anaccount of them, when he did. Whether therefore we confider thoſe 
mpments which firſt induced him to believe, or thole whereby he en- 
deavoursto perſwade others to it, we ſhall find how conſonant and agrec- 
able he is to our gomnds of Faith, how far from anyimagination of the 
Churches Infallibility. In the beginning of his excellent Dialogue with 
Trypho,where (if I may conjecture) he repreſents the manner of his con- 


| verſion in a Platonical way , introducing a folemn conference between 
' himſelf, andan ancient perſon of great gravity, and a venerable aſpect in 


a ſolitary place, whither he was retired for his meditations. Pet. Halloix 
is much troubled who this perſon ſhould be, Whether an Axzgel in hu- 
mane ſhape, or a man immediately conveyed by an Agel to diſcover 


| Chriftianity to him, which, when he had done, he was as ſuddenly carried 


back again. Scr/tetws (T ſuppoſe from this ſtory ) aflerts Juitin Martyr to 
But, if I be not much miſtaken, this 


coming a Chriſtian jn the Platonical mode, by way of Dialogue (and pro- 


| bably the whole Diſputation with Trypho, may be nothing elſe) but, how- 
| evcrthat be, it is apparent Trypho looked on him as a Platoniit, by his Pal- 
' lum,and Juſtin Martyr owns himſelf to have been fo, and therefore it was 
; ery congruous for him to diſcourſe after the Academick manner. In 


which diſcourſe, when Juſtiz Martyr had ſtood up im vindication of the 
Platonick Philoſophy, and the other Perſon endeavours to convince him of 
the impoſſibility of attaining truc happineſs by any Philoſophy. For when 


Jaitin had aid, That by Philoſophy he came to the Knowledge of God ; the 
| . (ther perſon demanded, How ay could know God, who had never ſeen 


him, nor heard him ? He replied, That the 3 95or was wig 16 x9mantler, 
God was only intelligible by our minds, as Platoſaid : He _ asks, Whe- 
ther there were ſuch a faculty in the minds of men, as to be able to ſee God 
without a Divine Power and Spirit aſſiiting it 8 TJuitin anſwers, that, ac- 
cording to Plato, the eye of the underſtanding was ſufficient to diſcover that 


| | theres ſuch a Being, which is the cauſe of all things, but the nature of it is 


Ineffable and incomprehenſible, Upon which he proceeds toenguire, What 
relation there was between God and the Souls of men, and what means to come 
fd 


2. 
Phot. biblioth, 
or virtue; and who being a profeſled Philoſopher before he became a Chri- £04. 234 
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Chap.IX, in this Controverſie. 


God, and his Son Chriſt, But, May then any one, by the innate power of his 
mind, yield a divine aſſent to theſe things 2 No: bur, pray earneſtly to God 
to enlighten your mind); for this is the effect of Divine Grace, in and 
through Chriſt, What partis there now of our reſolution of Faith, which is 
not herein aſſerted ? It you ask, Why you believe there were ſuch men in the 
World as theſe Prophets £ The continuance of their Books and common 
Fame ſufficiently atteſt it. If you ask, Why you ſould believe them tobe True 
Prophets ? The exce//ency of their Dodrine, joyned with the fulfilling Prophe- 
cies, and working Miracles, abundantly prove it. But it you laſtly ask, 
whether, beſtdes objeive evidence, there be not ſome higher efficient requiſite 
to produce a Divine F aith; The Anſwer is, That depends upon the Grace 
of God in Chriſt : So that here we have moſt evidently all thoſe things 
concurring, which his Lordſhip aflerts in the reſolution of Faith; Moral in- 
ducentent preparing the mind, rational evidence from the thing into which 
Faith is rcſolved, and Divine Grace requiſite in the nature of an efficient 
cauſe, But, Where is there the leaſt intimation of any Churches Infallibi- 
lity requiſite to make men believe with a firm and Divine Faith ? No 
doubt that was a D#vize Faith, which Juſtin was bid to pray fo heartily 
for, and which was only in thole to whoxz zt was given ;, and yet even this 
Faith had no other ailurance to build it felf upon, but that rational evi- 
dence which is before diſcovered. That Divine Perſon never thought of 
mens believing with their Wills, nmnch leſs that the Books of Scripture had no 
more evidence of themſelves, than diſtin@ion of colours to a blind man; he aid 
not think Chriſt an Ignoramns or Impoſtor, becauſe he left no Church infallible, 
nor that G od by the Prophets laid a Foundation upon ſand, or that would laſt 
but a few ears, becauſe he did not continue ſuch an Infallible Aſſiſtance as the 
Prophets had to the Church in all ages; yet thele are all brave aſſertions of 
yours; which, doubtleſs, you would be aſhamed of, and recant, if you had 
nct, as Caſaubor faith of the Perſor2 whom you could nat tel] whether he 
wasa Jeſuit or no (but by that character you might guels it) that he had 
fontemferream. &- cor involutum ; a brow of ſteel, and a heart full of Mean- 
ders (to uſe your own fine expreſſion.) Upon this, Juſt7n tells us, a divine 

ardour was raiſed in his mind, and a love of the Prophets and ſuch as were the 

Friends of Chriſt, and, upon further conlideration, mum wry 4qioror erhorce 

giar dow 7: 2, evueper T found this the only certain and Er Philoſophy ; 

and thereupon commends the Do&rine of Chriſt to Trypho and his Compa- 

ry for lomething which was certainly innate to 1t, that it had a kind of 
awe and majeſty init, and is excellent at terrifying and pertwading thoſe 

who were out of the right way, and brings the tweetelt tranquillity to 

ſuch as are converſant in it. And afterwards undertakes to demonſtrat& 

the truth of our Religion from the reaſonablencſs of 
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It, that we have not yielded our aſſent to vain and empty 
Fables, nor to aſſertions unncapable of evidence and de- 
monſtration; but to ſuch as are filled with a Divine $Þi- 
ri, overfion ing with Power.and flouriſhing with Grace. 


And accordingly manageth his diſcourſe quite through, ſhewing the in- 
luffciency of the Ceremorial Law, and the Truth and Excellency both of the 
Perſon and Dodlrine of Chriſt, But What need all this, if he had believed 
your Doctrine? It had been but proving the Church Infallible by Motives 
ef Credibility; and then, to be ſure, whatever was propounded to be be- 
leved by it, was #nfa//ibly true. But older and wiſer, it ſeems, muſt hold 
bere toz Juſtine, though ſo near the Apoſtles times, went a much further 
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way about: but it was well for him he lived lo long ago.clle he might haye 
been accuſed of Hereſie, or making Faith xcertain, if he had lived in 
our times, and ſuch Doctrine of his might have merited an Index Expurgg. 
FOrims. : ; 

$. 3 But, it ſeems, he was not afraid of it then, for he often elſc\yhere 
ſpeaks to the ſame purpoſe. For, in his Parereſss to the Greeks, he mak 

it his buſincks, firſt to ſhew the »reaſonableneſs of believing thoſe why 

were the great Authonrs of all their ſuperſtitions ;, for the Poets were my. 

nifeſtly ridiculows, the Philoſophers at continual difſentions among then. 

ſelves, ſo that there was no relying on them for the finding out of Try 

or the redreſs of the miſeries of humane nature; and then comes to the 

Parent]. p. 9 Authours of our Religion, who were both much elder than any of their 
and did not teach any thing of their own heads, nor diſſented from or 

another in what they delivered, or ſought to confute each other as the 
Philoſophers did, but « enores % dani, without all jarring and contentiqy 

they delivered to men the DoFrine which they received from God, Fy 

(faith he) it was not poſſeble for them to know ſu 

Oire 3Þ ours tre evIrwnirh imvigy ors orcat and divine things by nature, or bumane wit, li 
_ = _ on ory. we by a heavenly gift deſcending from above upon holy mey 
mlungur vamelign Supt, 16. 1b. It ſeems, Jaſtin believed there was ſuch evidenceir 
the matters contained in Scripture, which might per 

ſwade men to believe that they came from Go#!; that they were but x 
inſtruments to that 7 %or mAnx/gev (as he expreſleth it) to that Drvme Sj 

rit which did ſtrike upon them whence, with one conſent and harmay 

they ſound forth the DoFrine of God, the worlds Creation and Mans, th 
Immortality of the ſoul, Judgment to come, and all things elſc which are ne 

ceſlary for us to know, which they unanimouſly deliver to us, though x 

great diſtances from each other, both in regard of time and place. And 

lo proves the Antiquity of the Writings of Moſes above all the Wiſe men 

the Greeks, by the teſtimony of their own Authours, Polemon, Appic, 

Ptolomeus Mendeſis, and many others, and concludes his diſcourſe wit 

this ſpeech, That it 3s impoſſuble for #s to know any thing certainly concernin 

God or Religion, but ſFom Divine Inſpiration, which alone was in the In 

phets, In his firſt Apology for the Chriſtzans, hetclls us what it was, whil 

he wasa Platomiit, which brought him to. a good Opinion of Chriſtiani), 

Apolog.1-9.50* which was, the obſerving the power and efficacy that Dofrine had upon th 
Chriſtians to undergo with ſo mmch courage what was accounted moſt terriblet 

humane nature (which are,death and torments,) From whence he reaſons! 

with himſelf, that although the Chriſtians were ſo much calumniated, ye 

certainly they conld ot be vitiows perſons, who were ſo little fearful of thi 
great Bug-bears of humane nature, For, Who js ther, 
Tis 38 pAidoveg, 5 4xparic, * 3"0o=i- that is a lover of pleaſure, or intemperate, or cruel, thi 
ty ie = a 5200 _ can chearfully embrace death, ſo as thereby to be deprivtd 
as d1e% gy 5rev67. Id, ib, of all his goods £ And when he ſpeaks of the Dodtrine 
it {cl of Chriſtianity, he ſaies, It is ſuitable to whats 
ever was rat-024/among the Platonifts or other Philoſophers, but far more 


agrecabie ty jt telt, and containing much more ex-ellent things than cvel 
Pen, they c1ld otro to the knowledge of. In his ſecond Apoloey for the Chr: 
items to ole Emperonr Antoninus Pins, he inſiſts much on the excellency of 


22 the: Doi/r1ne of Chraftianity trom the Precepts of it, chaitity, love of enemies 
ter als. ttt oiniifzon t6 authority, worſhip of God, Rc. Aﬀterwards he provs 
the zrath and certainty of all we believe concerning Chriſt from the cxatt 

accompliſhment 
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Chap. IX. in this Controverhie. 2.67 


accompliſhment of the Prophecies made concerning him in theOld _—_— 

which diſcourſe he ends with this ſaying. Ss wany and ſo great things be- 

ing ſeen, are ſufficient to perſwade men to believe the EE, a Leg. EG} 

truth of them, who are lovers of truth, and not ſeekers -* T0974 Yar faie s Tere %, ah. 

<J »%Y Wn Ot 

of applanſe, and under the command of paſſrons. Thus ned oEgmr, und? Nee malay dgrouracy 

we (ce,in all his diſcourſes, where he had the moſt oc- #97% abou iugegnont Juremae, Apol.s, 

caſion adminiſtred to him, to diſcover the moſt cer- PIR 

tain grounds of Chriſtian Faith, he reſolves all into the rational evidence of 

the truth, excelſency, and divinity of the DoFrine which was contained in 

the Scriptures, For in his ſecond Oration tothe Greeks, after he had ſpo- 

ken highly in commendation of the Scripture, calling it, The beſt expel- 

fer of all turbulent paſſions , and the ſureſt extinguiſher 

of thoſe pre ternatural heats in the ſouls of men; which T4991 Surcy gal driguy: & my 

(faith he) makes men not Poets. nor Philoſophers, nor con paddy oftcmor Aſeorarcioy.Orat.z, 

Orators, but it makes 783 Wares dIave'res, Ts bpores Ib, 

dying men immortal. and mortals become gods; and transferrs them front the 

earth , «is 7% <2; "OGmw Gyes , to ſuch places whoſe confines are far above 

Olympus 3 therefore, 0 ye Greeks, come and be inſtrufed; be ye as T am, for 

Iwas 4s you are. And theſe were the things which pre- 

vailed with me, the divine power and efficacy of the 

DoFrine. What was it then, I pray, that Juſtir 

Martyr, of a Philoſopher becoming a Chriſtian, refolved his Faith into? If 

wemay believe himſelf, it was into the evidence of the DoTrine of Chri- 

ſtranity, and not into the Tnfallibility of any Church.The Teſtimony of this 

perſon. I have the more largely inſiſted on, both becauſe he was fo great 

a Philoſopher, as well as Chriſtzan , and lived fo near the Apoſtolical times, 

Next him we produce Atheragoras as a Philoſopher too.,as well as Chriſtian, 

who fourithed under Antorninys and Commodys, to whom he made his Aps- 

lgy in behalf of the Chriſtzans,in which he firſt undertakes to manifeſt the 

reaſonableneſs of the Dotfrine which they owned, the Foundation of it be- 

ing the ſame with that which the beſt Phzleſophers acknowledged, the ex- 

iftence and #nity of the Deity. But (faith he) if we had nothing but ſuch 

reaſons as he had produced, onr perſwaſion could only be humane ; but the 

words of the Prophets are they which eſtabliſh our 

minds. who being carried beyond themſelves, En did govai oy mexuray meigy 

by the impulſe of the Divine Spirit , ſþake that i. 7 Ber in 

which they were moved to, when the Spirit uſed vs Yu mbuanc, d irwpyirle ifiva's 

them as Inſtruments through which he ſpake. 1s not eyrae<ge eons Sanger 

here a plain reſolution of Faith into that Divine Au- Apol, np Wen HIER 

thority by which the Prophets ſpake 2 and that not as 

teltthed by any I»ſal/ible Church,but as it was diſcernable by thoſe perſons 

he lpake to, for ke appeals to the Emperonrs themſelves concerning it z 

which had been a fond and abſurd thing for him to do,ifthe knowledge of 

that Divine Tſpiration did depend meerly on the teſtimony of Chriſtians 

as ſuch, and were not to be diſcovered by ſome common Principles to 

them and others. Much to the ſame purpoſe Tatianws ſpeaks in 

that eloquent Oration of his againſt the Greeks, who was Juſtin Mar- 

trs Scholar; and we ſhall ſee, how agreeably he ſpeaks to him, in the 

account he gives, how he became a Chriſtian. After ( faith he ) he 

had abundantly diſcovercd the vanity of the Theology, and Superititions of 

the Greeks, he fell to the reading ſome ſtrange Books, much elder and 

more Divine than the Writings of the Greek Philoſophers. And to theſe 
Mm 2 " Claith 
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faith he) I yielded up my Faith, for the great ſimplicity and plainne 
7 ſtyle, and the freedom from affeF ation which ml 4 - 


Ko? wor mranvres TWTWE 7a94En, Jars priters; and that evidence and perſpicuity which wg ;, 


5 Altus 13 Soeo £ = —_ all they writ ; and becauſe they foretold things to cz, 
curg r/amer, 2%. i wnvarroy 73 we9- made excellent prontiſes, aud manifeſtly declared jj, 


Homer, od 
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ments which are the grounds of Faith than Tatian, 
in theſe words doth ? Yet we ſee, theſe were the arguments which made 
him relinquiſh the Greek learning of which he was a Profeſſor at Row 
and betake himſclfto the profeſiton of Chriſtianity; though he was ſurety 
undergo not only contempt from the world, but to be in continual hazy 
of his life by it. That innate forplicity of the writings of the Seyipty, 
joyned with the perſpicuity of it (if at leaſt thoſe words be rightly tranſl. 
ed # 75 mir & muirias n wg reamer by ſermo nuſquan obſcurns, and it doth 
not rather relate fo the account of the worlds creation, which I conjecture; 
may do) but however, the certainty of the prediftions, the excellencyf th 
promiſes, and the reaſonableneſs of the DoGrine were the things, which by 
the reading of the Books he was perſwaded to believe them by. Bu 
all this while we hear no news of any Churches Infalibility in order t 
Faith. | 
We come therefore to Irenens, who was omminnm doGFrivarun cnriojj. 
2ms explorator as Tertullian ſpeaks of him, a great ſearcher into all Yall 
learning,and therefore ſurely not toſcek as tothe true account of hisF 
Whoſe judgement herein, although we have had occaſion to enquire iny 
before, yet we have teſtimonies enough belideto manifeſt his conſent wih 
them.And although Irenrexs of all the ancient Fathers be looked onas the 
moſt favourable to Tradition, and is molt cited to that purpole in the 
diſputes ; yet I doubt not but to make it appear, that where he ſpeaks 
moſt concerning Tradition, he makes the reſolution of Faith to be hw 
and entirely into the Scripture : and they who apprehend otheryi 
do either take the citations out of him upon truſt, or elſe only ſear 
him for the words of thoſe citations, and never take the pains to & 
quire into the ſcope and deſign of his diſcourſe, For clearing which 


we muſt conſider, what the ſubje# was which he writ of, what tte 


plea's of the adverſe party were, what way J1renens takes to cr 
fute them , and to eſtabliſh the Faith of Chriſtians as to the matte 
which was in Controverſie. The matter in diſpute was this : Yals 
tinus and his Scholars, not being contented with the ſimplicity of the 
Dofrine of the Goſpel, and in probability the better to ſuit their opini 
0n5 tothe Heathen Mythology, had invented a ſtrange Pedigree of God, 
the better as they pretended to give an account of the produGiod 
things, and the various difþenſations which had been in the world: but 
knowing that the Chriftians did with the greateſt reſolution adhere to 
that Do@rine which was delivered by Chrift and his Apoſtles, they could 
not ſuppoſe that they ſhould embrace thele figmerts unleſs they could 
fome way or other father them upon thezy, Upon which they pretended 
that theſe very things which they delivered were really intended by 
Chriſt and the Apoſtles in their writings, but becauſe ſo few were capable 
of them, they gave only ſome it:mations of them there, but delivered 
theſe great »yſteries privately only to thoſe who were perfe#; and that thi 
was St, Pauls meaning when he faid, 7 ſpeak, wiſdome among them that at 
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-7, This irene gives us an account of, in the beginning of all his  — 

Jiſcourſe : but is more fully ny $10 in the original Greek, of Irene y.,.ca. eraſ. 

preſerved by Epiphanizs in the hereſie of the YValentinians, On which 

*ccount alone.as Petavius ſaith, Epiphanizs hath well deſerved of Poſterity, ora wier” 

for preſerving entire thoſe original Fragments of Irenens; his Greek there- ya, 

in being much more intelligible and ſmooth than the old harſh Latin vwer- 

72 of him. His words are : Al! which things, are Tele Round: oh ai ehties BY im 

notexpreſly declared, in as much as all are not fit to ut= gg, pn te a nba Der 

derftand them; but are myſteriouſly couched by our Sa- Yeo Fo Ewngd ds mygdo) Gy walwnX 

riour in parables, for ſuch who are able to underſtand my" Og Iren, apud Epiph, 
ther, Thus they faid, the 30. ones were repre- | 
ſented by the 30. gears in which our Saviour did not appear publickly, 
and by the parable of the works in the vineyard in whichthe 1, 3; 6,9,11, 
tours, making up Zo. did again denote their A ores 3 and that St. Pax! did 
moſt exprelly ſignifi them, when he uſed ſo often «: 73 a'dr4  aturor, The 
Duodecad of Aons by the 12 years at which our Saviour appeared diſput- 
ing with the Doors, The railing of Jairws his daughter of 12 years, re- 
preſented Achamoth being brought to light, whole paſſions were ler forth by 
thoſe words of our Saviour, My God, my God, why haſt thou forſaken me, in 
which werethree palſzons of Achamoth, Sorrow, Fear, and _ With 
many things of a like nature 3 but hereby we ſufficiently ſee what their 
pretence was, viz. That there were deep myſteries but obſcurely repreſented 
is Scripture, but whoſe full knowledge was delivered down by an Oral Cabala 
from Chriſt and his Apoſtles. Now we mult conſider, what courſe Ireneys 
takes to confute thele preterſions of theirs. Firſt he gives an account 
what that Faith was, which the Chxrch diſperſed up and down the world, 
received from the Apoſtles and their Diſciples, viz. that thereby, they be- 
lieved in one God, the Father Almighty, who made Heaven and Earth, the Sea 
and all in then , and in one Jeſus Chriſt the Son of God, &c. which was di- 
rely contrary to the Valentinian Hereſtes, who ſuppoſed the Supream God 
and Demiurexs to be different, and fo Chriſtzs and Salvator, and fo in 
others, This Faith which the Church hath received, it unanimouſly keeps, L.x.c.4. 
though diſperſed through the whole world :, for although the languages be differ- 

ent, yet the Tradition is the ſame among them ;, whether they live in Germany, 

France, Spain, the Eaſt, Zgypt, Libya, or e/ſewhere. And after in the firſt 

Book he hath ſhewed the many ditterent opinions of the ſeveral broods of 

theſe Hereticks;, and in the ſecond diſcovered the fondneſs and ridiculouſ- 

wfof them; in his third Book, he undertakes from Scripture to ſhew the 

falſenefof them. And begins with that excellent expreſſion before cited. 

For we have not known the diſpoſition (or oeconomy ) of our Salvation by others +3: © 1: 
than by thoſe, by whom the Goſpel came to us, which they then ff preached, 

and after by the will of God, delivered to usin writings to be the Foundation 

and Pillar of our Faith, Which being laid down by him at his entrance 

asthe grand principle, on which he goes, will lead us to an eafie under- 

ſtanding of all that follows. This therefore, he not only aſſerts, but 

proves 3; for whereas ſome of the Adverſaries pretended, that the Apoſtles 
preached before they fully #rderſtood all they were to know, he ſhews how 

falle that was, becaule after Chriſts Reſurre@ion from the grave, they were 

endued with the Spirit of God deſcending from on high upon them ; and 

were furniſhed with a perfe&t 4zowledge by which they went up and 

down preaching the Goſpe/,which all and each of them had the knowl 

of. Thus 4atthew in the Hebrew tongue ſet forth his Goſpel, when _ 

an 


L. 1. C. % 


The S enſe of the Fathers | Part |, 


Es cu. 


and Pal at Rowe preached the Goſpe! and founded a Church; and after 
their departure Mark, the Diſciple and Interpreter of Peter, writ thoſ 
things which were preached. Afterwards Joh publiſhed his Goſpel xt 
Epheſus in Aſia, And all theſe (faith he) delivered to us one God maker of 


Heaven and Earth, and one Chriſt his Son. To whoy 


wibus þ quis 04 aſſentit, fpernit quudem -; | FW hd 
arent wotiry permit autem & ipſum if one doth n ot aſ ent, he deſpiſe tht hoſe who Were our 
Chriſtum Domiaum, iþernit vers & Parrems Lords ampanions, and therefore deſpiſeth our Lord 


&+ eſt I ſeipſo dannates, refeſtens & 1epug- Chriſt, and likewiſe pert the Father, and is coy. 


ans ſalutt ſue, quod faciunt omnes berctice, 


Iren, l, 3,G1. 


6.5. 


dexmed of himſelf, reſijting and oppoſing his own ſaly. 
tion which all Hereticks do. Can any thing be more 
plain, than that Jrenans makes it his deſign to reſolve Faith into the 
writings of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and ſaith, That theſe writings were delj 
vered as a Foundation of Faith, that the reaſon why the Chriſtians believed 
but one God and one Chris, was, becauſe they read ot no moreinthe 
Goſpels publiſhed by them, That he that deſpiſeth them who were our Lords 
companions, deſpiſe himſelf and God, and condemn themſelves. He doth 


not ſay, he thardeſpiſeth the lawfully ſent Paſtours of the Church meeting in 


General Councils, nor the: who have power to oblige the Church to believes 
well as the Apoſtles had, as you ſay, but evidently makes the obligation 
to believe, to depend upon that revelation of Gods will, which was made 
by the Apoſtles, and is by their writings conveyed down to us. Would 
not the Yalentinians have thought themlelves preſently run down by fuch 
wayes of confutation as yours are, that they muſt believe the preſet 

Church infallible in whatever is delivered to be believed to the world? 
But doth not Ireners himlelf make uſe of the Churches Tradition as the 
great argument toconfute them by ? I grant he doth fo, and it ison that 
very account that he xright confute them, and not lay down the only fur 
Foundation of Chriſtian Faith. For he gives that reaſon of his doing 
in the beginning of the very next Chapter. Fn, 


Cum enim ex Scripturis arguuntuy in accuſa= (25th he) when we dilby "ft th 
tionem convertiuntyy ipſarum Script arm, ( ) ſp fe aga Jl em out of the Sri 


guaſt non rette habeant, aeq); ſit ex anthort- ptare, t hey are turned preſent ly to an accuſing of tle 
tate, & quia varid fint difta, & quia voz Scriptures as though they were not in all things right, 


poſſit ex 2k tnvenirt veritas ab bis qua neſ- 
cant traditions, Iren, ).3-C 2+ 


and wanted Authority, and becauſe of their ambiguit, 
and for that truth cannot be found out by then: without 
the help of Tradition, I need not lay, that Irenens prophetied of youin 
this ſaying of his, but it 1s astrue ot you asif he had. Your pretencs 
being the very ſame, againlt the Scriptures being the rule of Faith, with 
thoſe of the Yalentinzans;, only that you deny not the truth of what's 
therein contained, for etherwile the wart of Authority in themſelves, the 
ambiguity of them, the impoſſuility of knowing the ſenſe of thent without Tri 
dition, are the very ſame arguments which with the greateſt pompand 
oltentation are produced by you againſt the Scriptures, being the Rul: 
whereby to judge of Controverſies, Which we have no more cauſeto 
wonder at, than Ircnreus had in the Valentinians, becauſe from them mt 
produce our greateſt arguments againſt your fond opinions, Now when the 
Valentinians pretended their great le was on oral Tradition, which was 
conveyed from the Apoſtles down to them ; to this Irene oppoleth the 
conſtant Tradition of the Apoſtolical Churches, which in a continued fuc- 
cefſion was preſerved from the Apoſtles times, which was the ſame every 
where among all the Chxrches, which every one who deſired it, might ealr 
ly be ſatis fied about z becauſe they could number thenr, who by the Apoſtle 
were appointed Bilhops in Churches, and their ſucceſſors, unto cur own time, 
who 


EE =} =. 


FR 19 CT” =:z 


Chap. TX... | 11 thu Controverjte. 27 I 


"ho taveht no ſuch thing , nor. ever krew any ſuch ; | 
nh p. they madly fancy to themſelves. We lee refers fi Epſon bets LIED 
then his appeal to Tradition was only 1n a mat- ceſſores eorum nu; ad u95, qui nibil tale do» 
ter offact, Whether ever any ſuchthing as their opt= 74 ry 97 ETD quale ab bis de- 
ion which was not contained in Scripture, was deli- ha 
vered to them by the Apoſtles or no, i.e. Whether the Apoſtles left any 
oral Traditions in the Churches which ſhould be the rule to interpret $crz- 
ptures by,or NO 2? And the whole deſign of Irenens is to prove the contrary, 
by anappeal to all the Apoſtolical Churches, and particularly by appealin 
10 the Koman Church, becauſe of its dye fame and celebrity in that Ag 
wherein Zren4ns lived. So that Irenens appealed to the then Romarr 
Church, even when he ſpeaks higheſt in the honour of it, for ſomewhat 
which is fundamentally contrary to the pretenſons of the xow Roman 
church. He then appealed to it, for an evidence againſt ſuch oral Tra- 
ditions which were pretended to be left by the Apoitles as a rule to un- 
derſtand Scripture by 3 and, were it not for this ſame pretence now, what : 
will become of the Authority of the prejent Roman Church, | 
After he hath thus manifelted by recourſe to the Apoſtolical Churches 
that there was no ſuch Tradition left among them, it was very reaſonable 
toinferr that there was mowe ſuch at all; for they could not imagine, if the 
Aoftles had deſigned any ſuch Tradition, but they would have communi- 
cated it to thoſe famous Churches which were planted by them, and it was 
abſurd to ſuppoſe that thole Churches who could lo eafily derive their ſuc- 
cefſion from the ApoF7les thould in ſo ſhort a time have loſt the memory 
| of forich a treafare depoſited with them, as that was pretended to be; 
7 from whence he ſufhciently refutes that unreaſonable imagination of the 
| Halentinians. Which having done, he proceeds to ſettle thoſe firm ; 
grounds cn which the Criſt; ans believed in one God the Father, and in one 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, which he doth by removing the only Objection which 
the Adverſaries had againſt them. For when the Chriſtzans declared, 
the main reaſoz into which they reſolved their Faith asto theſe principles, 
was, Becauſe no other God or Chriſt were revealed in Scripture, but them 
whom they believed, the Valentinians anſwered, this could not be a ſuf- 
cient fomndation tor their Faith on this account, becauſe many things 
were delivered un Scripture, not according to the truth of the things, but 
the judgment and opinion of the perſons they were ſpoken to. This therefore 
being ſuch a pretexce as would deſtroy any firm reſolution of Faith into 
Scripture, and muſt necellarily place it in Trad?tion; Ireneus concerns him- 
kIf much to demonſtrate the contrary, by an oftenſiox (as he calls it) that 
” Coriit and the Apoſtles did all along ſpeak according to truth, and not accord- 
i to the opinion of their auditours, which is the entire ſubject of the fifth 
" C apter of his third Book, Which he proves firſt of Chrisf, becauſe he was 
= Iruth it ſelf, and it would be very contrary to his nature to ſpeak of things, 
rn | ecrwile thenthey were, when the very defign of his coming was to di- 
he I ct men inthe way of Truth, The Apoſtles were perſons whoprofeſled to 
_ cecla retritthto the world, and as light cannot communicate with darkzef, 
the lo neittcr could truth be blended with ſo much falſhood as that opinion ſup- 
- poleth inthem. And therefore neither or Lord nor his Apoſtles could be 
rey ones to mean any other God or Chriſt then whom they declared. For 
ty this (faith he were rather to increaſe their ignorance and confirm them in it, 
Fl then to cure them of it 5 and theretore that Law was true which pro- 
a1 nounced a cyſe 0# every owe who led a blind man ont of his way, And the 
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Apoſtles being ſent for the recovery of the loit fight of the blind, canng 
be luppoſed to ſpeak to ex according to their prefent opinion, but accord. 
ing to the 2ranifet ation of truth. For, what Phyſetian intending to cure, 
Patient, will do according to bis Patients deſire, and not rather what will h 
beit for him £ From whence he conc]udes,Since the deſign of Chriit and hi 
Apoſtles was not to flatter but to cure mens fouls 3 It tollows, that they 
did not ſpeak to them, according to their former opzr107, but according y 
truth without all kypocriſfe and diſſumulation. From whence it follo 
that if Chrift and his Ape3#les did ſpeak according to truth, there istha 
need of no Oral Traditioh for our underſtanding Scripture, and conk. 
quently the reſoiution of our F aithas to God and Chrit, and proportion 
ably as to other objects to be believed, 1s not into any Tradition pretend 
ing to be derived from the Apoitles, but into the Scriptures themſeke;, 
which by this diſcourſe evidently appears to have been the judgements 
Trenens. 

$. 6. The next which follows, is Clemens of Alexandria who tiouriſhed 4» 

Hieron. ep. ad 1 96, whom St. Hierome accounted the wif learned of all the writer, T 

Magnim. theChurch: and therefore cannot be ſuppoſed ignorant in fo neceſlar; 
part of the CEriitian Do@rine as the Reſolution of F aith"1s. And if hy 
judgement may be taken, the Scriptures arc the only certain Foundatin 
of Faith; for in his Adwmonitzor to the Gentiles after he hat! witha grey 
deal of excellent learning derided the Heathen Superstitio:1s, When be 
comes to give an account of the Chriſtians Faith, he begius it with thi 

pregnant Teſtimony to our purpole. For (laithks 

Kei 35 6 28n9utn, we els mus drevieir the Sacred Oracles affording us the moſt mani 

1uTy eooruas cvaperres avoTHr fs opp ls of Divine worſhip, are the Foundation of Th 

Sura Tw annua, Clem, Alcx. , ; ; £ 

Tlesrpizf. p.50. cd. Paril, And ſo goes on in a high commendation of the 

pture, as the moſt compendioxs direttions tor happini, 

the beit Inſtitutions for government of life, the moſt free trom all vainow 

ments, that they raiſe mens ſouls up ont of wickedneſs, yielding the moſt. 

cellent remedies, diſſmading from the greateſt deceit, and moſt clearly is 

couraging to a foreſeen happineſs ; with more of the ſame nature. Al 

when after he perlwades men with ſo much Khetorick, and earneſtneſt 

imbrace the Scriptures dramHauas Tas dvauis with the greateſt readinef, 

gives this as the reaſon of it, that ſo they might © a32ais Erehtgery Tar luygit 

2 extertain God in chaſte ſouls. For the Word is thi 

$7 36 xvy© aidpomars, Is wma light to men, by which we ſee God : and ſoon aft 

GWE W5 + $16 ſpeaking that the deſign of Religion is to make mt 

us 8 dr CdSe, od ymiires like to God as much a pojſuble, he adds, That trulythy 

Mtg Ta Kd AdTHe Pr FE. are the Sacred Scriptures which make men Holy Fr 

Deifie men, i. e, by Aſ;milation. And in that lag 
and eloquent Pareneſres which tollows, wherein he perſwadcs mentotit 
torſaking their old cuſtoms and embracing Chriſt;anty, all rhe argumens 
he uſeth are drawn from the Scriptures, and not ſo much as the leaſt mer 
tion of any 1falible Enſurancer of their truth and authority, but ſuppoſet 
the evidence he produceth, ſufficient to perſwade them to the belict and 
love of them. In the firſt of his Stromata, he proves the truth of tit 
Scriptures by the much greater antiquity of them then any of the Gre 

'O mea/oms earning, In the ſecond, where he particularly enquires 1ntothe atu 

miwuy mis and grounds of Faith, he hath this expreſſion, He therefore that belieot 


Re w the Sacred Scriptures , having a firm judgement doth receive the vo 


rexmy Gefou' ts to0r, amidti5 in dyarnipphny mw Te To; xagas Setogn ues gurl nty.fare 0:5, Strom. 2. p. 361 | 
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bj God who gave. the Scriptures, as an inpregeable demonſtration. (Al- 
 W though the text be commonly | year without the comma be- 
\B tween 55pr and imdefs, yet the ſen e and. context makes it evident 
, @ that it ought to be there, and accordingly Sy/burgius gives intimation of 
ix t in his #otes, and Gentian Hervet in the traniJation as reviſed by Heinſis 
1 MW applies the demonſtration to what follows , but very. weakly joynes 
» WM go: with zeivr and not with endeEwr, and lo renders it firmmm hbabens 
x judicium cui contradici nequit, whereas It 1s plain that there he intends to 
n give an account what that foundation bs, ich Faith doth ſtand on.) 
4 And after having made a large diſcourſe erning the nature of Faith 
» W comparing the judgement of b34 tant concerning it, he concludes with 
4 this laying, That it is an abſurd thing for the ollowers of Pythagoras to ſup- 
5; poſe that his iple dixit was inftead of a demonſtration to them ;, and yet thoſe 
i WW pore the lovers of truth not to believe the ſure teſt;- 

mony of our only Saviour and God, but to exadt proofs Tic 5 # difeig COMB payee emi 
», WW of bir of what be ſpake. Wherein he diſcovers that CGH? ond I anÞ 


P - Zone OG aus HW Me20 wy oi meu= 
o Chriftiazity requires from men no unreaſonable thing 76 any? 77. p, 369. 
1 WW iexpetting aſlent where no ſuch kind of proots as LY 
by thoſe uſed by Philoſophers are; but if the Fpricxreans did ſuppoſe fome kind 
" of anticipation neceſlary to knowledge, if the Pythagoreans relyed on 


Aubority, if Heraclitus quarrell'd with ſuch 4s conld neither hear nor ſpeak, 

ie, ſuch as neither had Authority themiclves, and yet would rely on none; 

could not be judged any abſard thing that Chriſtzanity did require ſuch 

anaſent to what Chriit delivered, eſpecially conſidering that he was 

&=5&, 7. e. that he diſcovered ſufficient reaſon why he was to be believed 

ia whatcycr he ſpake. And thence elſewhere he a 

bixes, That Faith zs a ſure demonſiration, becauſe truth oO wa A ne Meſeus 

folows whatcocr is delivered rom God, And when. 344m). Stroa6.p.649, r 

he gives an account what that re knowledge is. . © 

which the Chriſtia2 hath, he ſhews what things are requiſite to it 3 two 

things Knowledge ſuppoleth Cimas and tvpsne, exquiry and diſcovery; the. 

Enquiry (faith he) 3s a 1mpnlſe of the mind for the finding out of ſomething by 

ſome fgns which are proper to it ; Diſcovery, # theend and reſt of enquiry, 

which [yes in the comprehenſion of the thing, whichis properly Knowledge, Now 

the 1-15 by which things are diſcovered, are either precedent, concomitant, or 

Jebjequent. A!] theſe he thus applyes to the Scriptures, | 

Ihe diſcovery, us the exd of our enquiry after God, is, the y —_ iy Gs CuTVTac, gens wh, 

DoTrine delivered by his Son ;, but the ſigns whereby x Bf oO "ey Ars 

we know that he was the Son of God, precedent, are the $i, %i 71 axenryiaduas + mapericy ove 

4 a declaring his hy ; concontitant, were the = gs = dm ewes 
monzes concerning %is birth; ſubſequent, are thoſe evrz uayreinr wejs 5 3; u7 a ahetne 

Itiracles, which were publiſhed, and manifeſtly ſhewed WV ay rr 7+ 4 Wpuos deny- 

lo theworld after his Aſcenſton. Therefore the peculiar CD ee AiEes 

evidence that the truth is with us, is, that the Son of # vir 5498, Ecrom.6,p,674, 

God hiraſelf hath taught us. A place not foclear in 

tlelf, as milerably involved through the oſcitancy cf the Latin Interpre- 

fer, 1 which: jt is plain, that Clexzens oth exaGtly, according to all ra- 

honal principles of knowledge, give an account of the grounds of —_— 

Fath; the main principle of which, is, the do@rine delivered by Chriſt ; 

Which, that it ought tobe allented to, appears by a full concurrence of all 

hole ſigs which are necellary in enquiries ; here are the greateſt precedent 

bens (Propheſies, made fo long betore, exactly accompliſhed inhim) the. 
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uleft concomitant ſigns (= the many wozderful things which happened 
ir om into the world) and thecleareſt ſubſequert ſigrrs by he, _ 
and uncontrouled zriracles, which were wrought in the world after his 
Aſcenſion; all which put together do evidently prove that he was the Son of Gag 
who delivered this dottrine to us. and therefore deſerves our moſt firm aſſent ix 
what ever appears to be his Word, Canany thing then be more apparey 
then his reſolution of Faith into the rational cuidence of Chriſts being the 
Son of God, which is manifeſted to us not by the Infalible teftimony of ary 
Church, but by the Infallibiers of it which were precedent to, attenday 
on, ana coxſequext to his appearance in the world 
Ejmy ty 4 x7! Tlagmwrey 3 obs 79 99> Tf therefore (faith he) according to Plato, truth on 
5 023 59) cn25ray oh Bn, m2 dangis ix up, be learned, either from God, or thoſe who are 
(421 5 1640 (wires Ut Th, urs 9g J i a" 1 Come 
Selwr acer mt wapw/ere xnSua, * from him, we may juſtly boaſt that we learn the tru 
op oe « vx Sedo < wr » iz T6 (om the Son of God, taking the Teſtimonies out of t 
rr NN Cor pardii]an. p.675 Sacred Oracler, which were firſs Propheſied and thy 
fully declared, viz. by accompliſhment. The maj 
ground of Faith then, 1s ſuch as the wileſt —_—_— did admit 
viz. that whatſoever God ſaid is true, and none can deliver truth but fug 
as come from him, on which account there 1s nothing lefr, but evidene 
that he in whom we believe was the Sor of God, which is abundantlymy 
nifelted by the accompliſhment of thoſe Propheſies in him which were mad: 
fo long before. After which he diſputes againſt the ſame ſort of Heretic 
P.676,67t, which Irexexs did, and upon the y principles, viz, that whatever Gu 
* or Chriſt thought neceſſary for #s to kxow or believe, is conſigned to us inth 
writings of the Prophets and Apojiles ; and thence he cites het out of Peter 
xipvyue (a Book I ſuppoſe then extant under that name) 3/v amv 2papic 
thing without the written word, where was the unwritten word then? Anl 
in the end of that Book diſcovers the weakneſs of Philoſophy , becauſt 
came from meer men : but men, as men,are 20 ſufficient teachers whently 
A is ive hires) 8 eel beg i ; wr) <p mo os For ( _ a Man For 
POET oY 40 ea ak if 6:4 things becoming Goa: for being wea 
011m mortal he cannot ſpeak «s " ought j a w_ infimt 
and immortal, nor he that is the work of him who made it ;, beſides he tit 
cannot ſpeak truth concerning Himſelf. how much leſs is be to be believed 
cerning Gode For as much as man wants of Divine power, ſo mmch mui ti 
ON, = ſpeech fall ſlort of God, when he diſcourſeth of hin 
*Aduvis 9 quers © - _—_ aryO% For mans ſpeech is naturally weak and unable to exp 
ID yen Tn 25.28 God: not only as to his eſſence, but as to his power al 
works ; thence he concludes a neceſſuy that God by his Spirit muſt diſcon 
himſelf to men, which xevelation he proves to be only extant among Chriſtias, 
becauſe of the many Divine teſtimonies that Chriit was the Son of God, be 
cauſc the knowledge that came by him was ſo remarkably diſperſed abroadit 
the world, and did prevail, notwithſtanding all oppoſition and perſecutin. 
For (laith he) the Greek Philoſophy if any ordinary Magiſtrate forbid it di 
preſently ſink ;, but our dorine hath been forbid ſrom 1ts firſt publiſhing, h 
the Kings and Potentates of the earth, who have uſed their utmoſt induſtry 
deſtroy both us and that together, but ſtill it flouriſheth, and the more for it 
being perſecuted; for it dyes not like a humane dodritt 
'H 4 5 diary dv9e * «3B os e'r"erwy'n mor periſpeth hike a weak gift. Thus we ſee that ie 
Smaiones dDcuranie ud) as avtins » : — 
—_— inſiſts on rational evidence as the great and ſufficient 
teſtimony into whic|: our Faiths reſolved as totit 


being of a Divine Revelation. In his next Book he anſwers ſome objedt 
ol 
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Chap.] X, in this Controverſte. 


"ns of the Heathen's againſt believing Chriſtianity, of which the chiefeſt 


was, the diſſenſton-among the Chriſtians, wherein (if ever) he had an op- 

rtunity to declare what the certain rule of Faith is, and what power God 
Fieh left his Chxrch for determining matters to be believed by us. But 
for want of underſtanding this receſ/ary foundation of Faith, viz. the 
Churches infallibility, he is fain to anſwer this objection jult as a Proteſtant 


would do. 1. If this were an argument againſt truth, the objetfors had none Pp, 153, #c; 


themſelves, for both Jews and Greeks had hereſces among them. 2, The very 
coming of hereſies was an argument of the truth of $cripture, becauſe that had 
expreſly foretold them, 3. This argument doth tot bold any where elſe, there- 
fire it ſhould not in reaſon here, viz. where there is any diſſent there can be no 
eertainty 3 for though Phyſitians differ mmnch from one another, yet Patients 
wenot thereby diſcoraged from ſeeking to thewr for cure. 4. This ſhould only 
mike men uſe more care and diligence in the ſearch and enquiry after truth ; 
fir they will find abundant recompence for their ſearch in the pleaſure of find- 
m truth, Would any one ſay,becauſe two apples are offered to him, the one a 
real euit, the other made of wax, that therefore he will meddle with neither ; 
but rather that he ought touſe more care to diſtinguiſh the one ſrom the other 8 
Fthere be but one high way and mazy by-paths which lead to precipices, ri- 
ters, or the Sea,WFill he not go in the highway becauſe there are ſuch falſe ones? 
lit rather goin it with the more care, and get the exadteſt knowledge of it he 
un, - Doth a Gardener caſt off the care of his Garden becauſe weeds grow up 
with his herbs ? or rather, doth he not uſe the more diligence to diſtinguiſh 
one from the other 2 $0 ought we to doin diſcerning truth, 5, That all thoſe - 
who ſeriouſly enquire after truth may receive ſatisfaFtion. For either mans 
mind is capable of evidence, or it is not :, if not, it is to no purpoſe to trouble 
bur ſelves with any thing of knowledge at all ; if it be, then we muſt deſcend to 


particular queſtions, by which we may demonſtratively 


learn from the Scriptures how the hereſtes fell off from — Lous wv; nands 

. ; Iey tis T's (rivers, &, ) war 
there : and that the moſt exad? knowledge is preſerved 0or CaunrSeree Seliechade, Favs hs 
in truth alone, and the ancient Church. It then Hereſtes &mrpdanre w wigirus, &c. p.755. 


muſt be demonſtratively confuted out of Scriptures, 

what then doth he make to be the r#/e to judge of Controverſies, but only 
thee £ For what he ſpeaks of the ancient Church, he ſpeaks of it as in con- 
junction with trzth and in oppoſition to thoſe novel Hereſres of the Baſilidi- 
ans and Valentinians, For, that he doth not at all appeal to the judge- 
ment of any Chxrch much leſs the preſent, as having any 7»fal/ibility where- 
on men ought to rely in matters of Faith, appears likewiſe by his foHlow- 


Ing words. But theſe (faith he) who are willing to 


inploy themſelves in the moſt excellent things. will nc- *AN\ u muneiyimiuer om mis nahicate, s 
mploy fe : oft 87 ae5 72291 STguons,) Curves Thy annie- 


ter give over the ſearch of truth, till they have received Pour dem has 
a demonſtration of it from the Scriptures themſelves. 5 y:969. 1d. ib, 
Here we ſee, the laſt reſolution of Aſſent, is into the 
Scriptures themſelves, without any the icaſt mention or intimation of any 
tifallibiHity in the Church, cither to deliver, or interpret thole Scriptures 
tous : And after, gives the true account of Hereſies,viz.mens uot adhering 
to the Scriptures, For (faith he) they muſt neceſſarily 


be deceived in the greateſt things who undertake them, Eox here I van ee Tis Weg 
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mleſsthey hold fait the Rule of Truth, which they Fe- wvouz ms dancing mat* auris AuferTis 


ered from Truth it ſelf. And in this following dif- i2wn m52an%/a;. 14 p. 755. 

courſe he goes as high as any Proteſtants whatever | 

(even ſuch who ſuppoſe the Scripture to be principin indemonſirabile, by 
N n 2 any 
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any thing but it ſelf) for he makes the Do@rine delivered by Chriſt, to be 
the Principle of our F aith, and we make uſe of it ( ſaith he ) to be our wungw 

. to find out other things by. But, whatever is judged i; 
T2 xetw5yuvoy 5 nfo in amen Teiv 1g wot beljeved till it be judged, therefore that can be » 
Bye * as 7* 2d ef 75 ngios ce Mapp ; ; xp 0 
wenoy* 6167s Telruy ices efeabentrres Principle which Stands in need of being judged, Jujtj 
dvemiSerTey Tir dens. _fereoieg, 8 therefore when we have by Faith received that indemon. 
my ; Boy C _ : 5 ex _ ſtrable principle, and ſrom the Principle it ſelf uſed ge. 
Aviule oes my emyaon is axnliis, monitrations concerning it ſelf, we are by the woice 
Strom, 7. Pe 757+ our Lord inſtruted in the knowledge of Truth, Ng. 
thing can be more plain inwhat he ſaith,than that.it there were a higher 
zeirgey than Scripture (as there mult be, if we are to receive it on the ac. 
count of the Churches Infallible Teſtimony) the Scripture could not be call 
the Principle of our Faith, but when we receive the Scripture, the evidence 
we have that it is our Principle muſt be fetched from it ſelf;and theretorehe 
does here in terms (as expreſs as may be) reſolve the belref of Scripture inty 
internal arguments, and makes it as much a Principle ſuppoſed as ever his 
Lordſhip doth. And immediately after, when he propoleth that y 
Queſtion, How this ſhould be proved to others, We expe@ not (faith he) ay 
proof from men, but we prove the thing ſought for by th 
Ov miy && e'v3ca/mor dvewrouur 74.5 Word of God, which is more worthy belief than any d: 
< 7 had of ens gg tr exeſ. Monſtration, or rather which is the only demonſtratim, 
YUoTier, Wane 5 » h ui SS om by the knowledge of which, thoſe who have tailed 
mo ſndiver* 19.9 8 qones. —_ —_— the Scripture alone become believers, Can any one 
9s pot feopor Tan Hants Mete wn. Whoreads theſe words ever imagine, that this ma 
ſpeaks like one, that ſaid, That the Scriptures of themſelves appear no mm: 
to be Gods Word, than diftinion of colours to a blind man £ How much be- 
yond the Yalentinians, and Baſelidians would Clemens have accounted {þ 
great a #adneſs £ who lo plainly aflerts the Scriptures to be proved bythen- 
ſelves, and that not dtd , Or in the heat of argument ; But leſt we ſhoult 
not throughly apprehend his meaning repeats it again in the ſame page, 
an dUmay os duroy Tov Yeatay Than; md atry: 7c, perfed ly demonſtrating il; 
Scriptures by themſelves. And are not all theſe Teſtimonies of ſuch per 
ſons ſonear the Apoſtolical times, lufficient to acquaint us what the ground 
of the Reſolution of Faith were in the Chriſtian Church £ when all of then 
do ſo unanimoutly fix on the Scriptare, and not ſo much as mention the 
Tnfallible Teftimonies of any Church, much leſs the Rowan, Much mor 
might be cited out of this exce//ent Authour to the ſame purpole, particu 
larly where he refutes the YValentinians, who deſerted the Scriptures, and 
pleaded Tradition: but the Teſtimonies already produced are fo plain,tha 
it will betono purpoſe to produce any more. 
$. 7. It were eafie to continue an account of the ſame grounds of Fail, 
through the ſucceeding Writers of the Chriſtian Church, who have deligr 
edly writ on that ſubje&, in vindication of Chriſtian Religioz, which they 
unanimouſly prove to be Divire, chiefly by theſe Arguments; from tit 
undoubted Miracles which were wrought by Chriſt, and his Apoſtles, fron 
the exad? fulfilling of Frophecies,and the admirable propagation of the Chriſt 
an Doftrine;all which are particularly infiſted on byOrigen againſt Celſ#:j 
Tertullian,in his Apologetick, adverſus Scapulam, and elſewhere;by Minuc 
Felix, Arnobiws, and Lattantius; not to mention Enſebiws in his Books o 
Origines fact. Pr Par ation and demonſtration Evangelical; Cyril's Anſwer to Julian and 
L2c.7,8,9,10. Others, (But, having elſewhere more fully and largely conſidered thit 


ſubject, I rather chuſe to referr the Reader to what hath been _ 
handle 
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handled already, than to tire his patience with either repeating the ſame, 
or adding more Teſtimonies to the ſame purpoſe.) Only that which is 
moſt pertinent to our preſent purpole, I ſhall here add, Whether is it 
credible that thoſeperſons who fully underſtood the Do@rinc of Chriſtzani- 
jy. who were themſelves rational and inquiſitive men, and writ for the ſa- 
«f(tion not only of ſubtle adverſaries, but of doubting and ſtaggering Chri- 
ians, ſhould ſo unanimoully agree in inſiſting on the evidence of matter of 
:2, for the truth of the thing delivered in Scripture, and the fore-men- 
toned Arguments for the Divinity of the Dodrine therein delivered, had 
it not been the _— of the Church they lived in, that the reſolution of 
Faith was into thoſe grounds on which they infiſted ? And is it again cre- 
dible, that any of them ſhould believe the Teſtimrony of the Church to be ne- 
ceſſary as infa/ible, in order to a Divine Faith, and that without it, the 
Scriptures could not be believed as Divine, and yet in all their _—_ 
withthe Gertiles concerning the DoFrine of Chriſtianity, and with ſeveral 
Hereticks (as the Marcioniits, Ec.) concerning the Books of Scripture, 
upon no occaſion ſhould -mention this grand Palladium of Faith, 
vs, the Infallibility of the preſent Church £ And laſtly, Is it credible, that 
when in our modern Controverſies men do evidently maintain faFioz and 
ter more than the common Principles of Chriſtianity (that he muſt be 
binder than one that can ſee no diſtin&ion of colours, that doth not diſcern 
on what account this Zfal/ib:lity is now pretended) Is it, I lay, credible, 
that a DoFrine pretended fo necellary for our believing Scriptures with 
Divine Faith, ſhould be ſo concealed;when it ought, for the honour and in- 
tereſt of Chriitianity to have been moſt divulged? Which now only in 
theſe laſt and worſt times 15 challenged by an »ſurping party in the Church 
25left by Chriſt hizzſelf (when no other evidence can be given of it, but 
what was common to all ages of the Church) as belonging to ſuch a party 
under the pretence of the Catholick Church, which doth fo apparently uſe 
itonly to uphold her pretended Authority, and ſo makes it ferve to the 
worſt ends, and the moſt unworthy deſigns. 

Having thus far conſidered what the judgement. of thoſe Fathers was 
concerning the reſolution of Faith, who lived neareſt the Apoſtolical times ; 
[ſhould now come to conlider what you can produce out of Antiquity, 
for your Churches Tafallibility, or more generally, for any infallible Teſti- 
mony ſuppoſed in the Catholick Church (whatever that be) in order to a 
Foundation for Divine Faith : But you very prudently avoid the Teſti#20- 
nies of Antiquity in lo neccllary a ſubjeF as this is; for, thoſe Teſtimonies 
mentioned in the fofcgoung Chapter, in explication of Matth. 28. 20. take- 
ing them, as you have in ſo looſe and careleſs a manner produced them, 
make nothing at all for the Churches Tnfallible Teſtimonie ;, but only aſlert 
that which is not denied, that there ſhall alwaies be a Chriſt;an Church in 
the world. Our only remaining task then, as to this, is, to examine in 
what way you ſeek to enervate the Teſtimonies produced by his Lordſhip 
out of Antiquity, which you do in the latter part of Chap. 8. His Lord- 
tp had truly ſaid, That this wethod and manner of proving the Scripture 
to be the Word of God, which he uſeth, is the ſame which the ancient Church 
ever held, namely Tradition, or Eccleflaſtical Authority firſt, and then all 
Other arguments, but eſpecially internal from the Scripture it ſelf. For which 
be cites, firſt, The Church iv $. Auguſtine's tize. He was no enemy to 
Church-Tradition (faith his Lorſhip) yet when ke wonld prove that the Au- 
thour of the Scripture (and ſo of the whole knowledge of Divinity, as it is ſu- 
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nothing carnal in the Do@rine. 3. That there hath been ſuch performance ” 
it. 4. That byſuch a DoFrine of Humility, the whole world almoſt hath yy 
converted. And whereas ad muniendam fidem, for the defending of 1 
Faith, and keeping it entire, there are two things requiſite, Scripture ay} 
Church-Tradition ; Vincent. Lyrinenf. places authority of Scriptures 
and then Tradition. And ſinceit is apparent, that Tradition 5s firſt in ord 
of time, it muit neceſſarily follow; that Scripture is first in order of nature 
that is the chief upon which Faith reſts and reſolves it ſelf. To this, (after 
you have needleſly explained his Lordſhips opinion in this Controverſy) 
you begin to anſwer thus; He cites firſt Vincentius Lyrinenſis, /, 1, cj, 
who makes our Faith to be confirmed both by Scripture and Tradition of th 
CatholickChurch, But, Are not you like to be truſted in citing Father; 
who doubly falſifie a Teſtimony of your adverſaries, when you may he 
ſo eaſily difroved ? For x. You tell us, he cites that firſt, which he 
produceth /aft. 2. You cite that as produced by him for the Founddtin 
of Faith, which he expreſly cites for the preſervation of the Do@rine (f 
Faith; ſo hetells you ad muniendam fidem, &c. Can any thing be mor 
plain and obvious to any one who looks into that diſcourſe of Vincentiy, 
than that he makes it not his buſmeſs to give an account of the gener; 
Foundations of Faith as to the Scriptures being Gods Word, but of the 
particular DoFrines of Faith, in oppoſition to the Hereſzes which ariſe in 
the Church. So that all that he ſpeaks concerning Scriptzre,is not aboutthe 
aithority, but the ſenſe and interpretation of it. It therefore I ſhould 
grant you, that he yours of Chriſtian and Divine Faith, What is thisto 
your purpoſe, unlels you could prove that he ſpeaks of that Divine Faith, 
whereby we believe the Scripture to be the Word of God. But yet your 
argument is very good to prove, that he ſpeaks not of any humane fallible jr 
ſwaſon, but true Chriſtian Divine Faith : for he oppoſes it to Hereſte, andcul 
it jound Faith, and his Faith, Itſeems then, whatever Faith is ſound (o 
the matter of it, is preſently Chriitian, Divine, and Tnfallible ; and (, 
whoſoever believes any thing which is materially rze, in oppoſition to 
Hereſtes, needs never fear as long as he doth 1o, tor according to you he 
hath Chriſtian and —_ Faith ; but, what if the Devils Faith be s 
Sr, Muſt it therefore be Divine Faith £ No (it may 
be you will anſwer) becauſe he wants the formal objei# of Faith, and dat 
20t believe on the account of your Churches Infallibility; I verily belicx 
you 3 for he knows the jxgg/ings of it too much to believe it infalibl. 
But, take YVincertizs in what ſenſe you pleaſe, that is evident in him which 
his Lordſhip produced him for, that, for the preſerving Faith entire, he 
m_ authority of Scriptare firſt, and then Tradition (unleſs you wil 
erve his Teſtimony, as you do his Lordſhips, becauſe it makes for your 
purpoſe, ſay, He mentions Tradition firſt, and then Scripture) but, ſay yoi, 


He ſayes Tradition doth as truly confirm Divine Faith, as Scripture, thou) 


Scripture doth it in a higher manner. If you did but conſider, either whit 
kind of Traditiorr, or what kind of Faith Vincentizs infiſts on, you could 
not poſſibly think his words any thing to your purpoſe. For he ſpeaks 
not of any Tradition infallibly atteſted to us, without which you pretend 
there can be no Di2:me Faith, but of ſuch an Univerſal Tradition which 
depends wholly upon Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent, and neveri0 
much as mentions, much lefs pretends to any thing of Ifallibility: ka 
that 


Part], | 


© Pernatural) is Godin Chriſt, he takes this as the all-ſuſſicient way, and gr 
four proofs all internal to the Scripture. 1. The Miracles, 2. That there FR 
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thatif you grant ſuch a kind of Tradition, dorhas truly confirm Faith as 
the Scripture, then you muſt grant no neceſlaty of an Tufab/ble Teſtimony 
to afjure us of that Treditiov, for Yincentizs ſpeaks of fuch akind of Tra- 
ditios, as bath no connexion with Infall;bitrty. For if Vincentizs had 
ever inthe leaſt, thought of any ſuch ching, fo great and zealous an oppo- 
fr of Hereſſes would not have left out that which had been more to his 
than all that he had ſaid, For wiſe men, who have throughly 
conſidered of Vincentins his way, thoughin general they cannot but ap- 
of it ſo far as to think it highly _ that there ſhould be 
dutiquity, Univerſality, and Conſext againſt the truc and-genuine ſenſe of 
$ripture, yet when they conſider this way of #incemtiae, with all thoſe 
 eitlions, and /izritations ſet down by him (%. 1.c. 39.) they are 
tothink, that he hath put men to a wzld-gooſe-chaſe to out «any 
x28 according to his Rules; and that S. Awgſtize ſpake a preat deal more 
toche when he ſpake concerning all the Writers of the Charch;Thut 
although they had never ſo much learning and ſanity, | 
ke did not thinkit true, becauſe they thought ſo, but be- Alias fem ina lego, ut quaucaliber ſenfin 
caſe ys him to believe js true , either from LAs Mrs —_ ibs, 
the Authority of Scripture, or ſome probable Reaſon. If wel per illas authores Canaticgr, wel probabili 
therefore $. Auſtin's Authority be not ſunk fo low Grp ne oe 29 era gages 
zthat of the 24orh, of Lerins, we have very little ; TIT” wn 
reaſon to think that Tradztior can as truly confirm Faith to us as the 
Seriptmres, ſuppoſing that to have been the meaning of #incertivs. Which 
isnot reaſonable to imagine, ſince Yincentivs himſelf prants, that in 
cale of inveterate Hereſie or Schiſme, either the ſole Antbority of Scripture 
istobe uſed, or at moſt the determivations of General Conncils 3 nay, and Lib.z, c. 39; 
in all caſes doth _— vs —_— F/ ag | : 
s perfe@®, and is abundantly ſufficient of it ſelf for all yum fr perfeflus Strigturaram (ou, fe- 
A a4 Can you yet as ſuppoſe, that Vin- 4 con ſais ſuyery; ſuſſiciat, &c, 
centivs did think that Tradition did as truly confirm | 
our F aith as the Scripture £ Which is your aflertion, and the only thing 
whereby you pretend that the Biſhop hath miſconſtrued Vincentius; but 
whether be more guilty of it, I leave to impartial judgement. | 
The next Teſtimony you conſider, 1s, that of Henricus 4 Gandavo, 5g. 9. 
For his Lordſhip had ſaid, That the School had confeſſed, this was the way 
ever, For which he cites the Teſtimony of that Schoolman, That daily with 
them that are without Chrift enters by the woman, i.e, | 
the Charch,and they believe Ly that fame whichſhe gives Sic quotidie apudiillos qui foris ſuxt intrat 
alluding to the ſtory of the woman of £amaria.) > wer boy nm w2s fy _ _ 
But when they come to hear Chriſt himſelf, they believe ſum. y, 3, A. 19.9.1, 
His words before the words of the woman © For where 
they have once found Chriſt, they do more believe his Plus verbis Chriſti in Striptur4 credit, quam 


k . _ Ecclefue teſtificanti : quia propter illaw jam 
words in Scripture. than they do the Church, which te credit Ecclee. Bt, Les =_— 


fies of him ;, becauſe thex er illam, for the $cri- Scripture diceret, ipf non crederet, 1d, 
_ behieve Tm ag if the 2 ar ſhould y - 
ſpeak contrary to the Scripture, they would not believe it. Thus (faith his 
Lordſhip) the School taught then. No, that did it not (lay you.) But let 
ws ſee, how rarely you prove it : For (you ſay) he ſpeaks all this of a ſuper- 
tural and Divine Faith to be given, both to the Scriptures, and the Church. 
Gandavenſes certainly is much obliged to you, who venture to ſpeak ſuch 
great Abſurdities for his ſake ; for it he be underſtood in both places of Di- 
dire and Infallible Faith, thele rare conlequences follow. x. That the 
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for beginning of Faith is Or 'to the _— degree of its for wha he 


ſpeaks of the. Church, he ſpeaks of Chriſts extring by that, which can be 
meant of nothing; elſe but the firſt ſtep to Faith, as 1s plain in the Paralle 
caſe of the womanof Samaria;, but if this were Divine and Infallible 
mult be equal tothe higheſt degree, for thatTſuppole can'be but Divine yy 
1#fabible, unleſs you can find out degrees. in Tafallibility. By this Rule 
you make himthat is but.over the #hrefbold, as much in the houſe, ag þ; 
that is /ate dow? tothe Table; a plart at its firſt peeping out of the earth to 
be a$tal/ asat its full growth; and the Samaritans as firmly to believe in 
Chriſt at the-rfirſt mention of; him by the #omar, as when they law and 
heard him; | 2. By this you make an Infal/ible Faith to be built on a Fg 


lible Teſtimony ;, for to'what purpole elſe was the Similitude of the Womy 


of $azzaria inlifted. 0n, but to parallel the Teſtimony of the Church yin 
that of the Woman, and conlequently the: Faith built on the Chicks 


'Teftimony to belike that which the Samaritans had of Chriſt upon the 


Womans Teſtimony; andif you believe that Faith Tnfallible, you muſt if 
ſert, an 1»fatSble Faith to be built on a fallible Teſtimony, and yet tobe x 
infallible, as that which is built on an T»fallible Teſtimony : And then, | 
pray, tell me,To what end would you make your Churches Teſtimony Infdl 
lible, if Faith may be infallible without it ? 

But, it may be, though theſe ſeem hard things, yet you prove themin- 
vincibly : No doubt of it; for, you ſay, That Chrst enters by that Faith, lu 
Chriſt cannot enter into a ſoul by a meer humane fallible perſwaſion, but by bj. 


vine Faith only.Nay,when he ſays That he more believes the Scripture, thanth 


Churches Teſtimony,he ſaith,That he believes the Church: But how can he beliry 


without Faith? O'the irreſiſtible force of demonſtrations ! But whatſi- 


ly people are we, that thought a man. might cxter into a houſe by the der, 
though he mer not with his hearty entertainment till afterwards? Bu, 
Do you really think , that Chris? never enters into a ſoul, but byD 
vine and Infallible Faith? For Chriſt enters by that which gives him his ff 
admiſſun, but his ful reception mult be by a higher degree of Faith, by 
you think men believe as much at firſt as ever after If not, May nt 
Chriſt be ſaid to eter by that /ower degree of Faith 2 1 pray, What think 
you of the caſe in hand, Did not the belief of Chriſt enter by the Womard 
Samaria 2 and was that, as Divine a Faith, as what they had afterwards! 
Nay, take Chriſts entring(as improperly as you can imagine it) for hishee- 
ty reception inthe ſoul, Can that be no other waies but by an 7falli 
Faith ? A Faithſuppoſed to be built on 7fallible grounds, ] grant; bit 
whether all, who do truly believe in Christ,do build their Faith ongroms 
#n themſelves infallible, my charity to ſome deluded fouls in your Chun) 
(as well as honeſt, but ignorant perſons elſewhere) gives me juſt reaſonto 
queſtion. But (tiH there is a greater ſubtilty behind,which is.if he beliew 
theScriptare more than the Church,then he muſt believe the Church equaly 
with the Scripture ; for that muſt be the meaning of what you ſay; whn 
he ſayes.He believes the Scripture more than the Chirrch, he belicves the Churth 
but kow can he believe without Faith £ Ergo, this muſt be Divine Faith, 
Elic all the reſt come to nothing. $0 that if I ſay, 7 belzeve the Script 
znore than you, it follows. that Tbelieve you as much as the Scripture, by tit 
very lame conſequence. But you have gotten ſuch a knack of contre 
dicting you: ſelf, that poor Gazdawo cannot fall into your hands, but you 
muſt make him do ſotoo. When you ſay, 4 mar cannot believe wit 


Faith, dare jaſtifie it to be one of the greateſt truths in your Book; of 
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if your meanin be, A man cannot believe without Divine Faith, T ho 
we Proteſtants ſufficiently confute that; for you dare not deny that nels 
lieve at aZ, but (uſt as the Devils do) we mult (according to you) believe 
4d tremble, becauſe our Faith is not Divine and Tnfallible,” But ſtill your 
{ubtilty works with you, for becauſe Gardavenſes ſaith, That we wmſt yield 
cur firſt F aith to the Scripture, but ſecundam ſub iſta, a ſecondary Faith to the 
definitions and cuſtoms of the Catholick Church : You cry out, Here's prima 
&fecunda fides 5 but yet both of them are properly and truly Faith. But, 
Areboth of them properly and truly Divine Faith if lo, How comes the 
liſtinCtion of the firſt and ſecond, one ſubordinate to the other, if both 
he equally Divine and Tnfallible £ Nay, accordingto your Principles, the 
Faith given to the Church muſt be the fir? Faith, and to the Scriptures the 
kcond under that; becaule, for the fake of the Churches Teſtimony, we are 
tobelieve the Scriptures. And, Do you really think, there may be no 
diſcoyery of Infidelity in rejecting a ficient Teſtimony for Faith , where 
thereisnot an Tnfal/ible Teſtimrony £ But, whatever you think, your great 
enemy, Reaſon, tells us the contrary 3 and therefore what follbws of beliew- 
ingthe Church, ſab pena perfidie, 18 tono more purpoſe than what went be- 
fore. The ſtrength theretore of all that you ſay as to this Teſtimony of 
Gmndevenſis, lyes in the proot of this one thing ; That mo man car believe 
mnthing without an Infallible Faith ;, yetl verily believe that you have mi- 
rably perverted the Schoolmens words, and think no more Infal/ible Te- 
fimony requilite for it, than your own words, 

But, it may be, though you do ſo ill by the Schoo/wer, you may uſe 
the Fathers more civilly. Thrce things therefore you have to anſwer to 
thoſe Teſtimonies of the Fathers, which ſeem moſt to make uſe of internal 
Arguments. 1. That they uſe them not to ſuch as had no Divine Faith, but to 
ſub as had, 2- That they do not uſe them as Primary, Infallible and Divine 
proofs, but as ſecondary arguments, perſwaſrve only to ſuch as believed Scri- 
pure to be Gols IVord antecedently to them. 3. That they do not uſe only ſuch 
proof's as are wholly internal to the Scripture it ſelf. As to the two firſt condi- 
tons, youſay 'tis evident , theſe proofs were made by Chriſtians, namely the 
Holp Fathers; and commonly to Christians, who lived in their times, And 
« clear is it, that they never pronounced them to be the Primary, Infallible, 
md Divine Motives-of their belief in that point, nor uſed they them as ſuch, 
How falſe and abſurd theſe Anſwers are, may appear by our precedent dit: 
courſe, wherein we manifeſted, that the Chriſtians infiſted on thoſe args- 
ments there mentioned not for themſelves and other C briſtians, but chictly 
toconvince and perſwade by them the Gentile world tothe belief of Chri- 
fianity. And, Did they ſuppole thele Heathers to have a Divine Faith 
already ? Or, Did they look on ſuch arguments as only ſecondary motives, 
when theſe were the ch:ef,nay only arguments which they uſed to perſwade 
them; ifthey had other that were Primary, Divine, and Infallible, and on- 
ly made uſe of ſecondary, humane, probable motives, they were guilty of the 
ligheſt betraying the Chriſtzan Cauſe imaginable. And you make them 
only to defend Chriſtianity, as Vaninus did Divine Providence with ſuch filly 
and weak arguments, that by their overthrow, the belicf of it might fall 
with them. Indeed, if they had pretended the 1nfallible Teifimony of the 
Cinrch, there might have been juſt reaſon for fuch a S»ſpicior, and any 
wiſe men would have thought their deſign had beento make their Religt- 
oncontemptible, and expoſe it to the derifion of Atheists, inſtead of bet- 
tcreſtabliſhing the Foundations of believing it. But thoſe wiſe and holy 
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men knew better the interei# of Chriſtianity, than to offer to defend it by 
Principles in themſelves falſe, and much more liable to queſtion than that 
was which they wereto prove by them : and therefore made choice of 
arguments in themſelves ſtrong and evident, and built on Prixciples,commoy 
to themſelves, and thoſe whom they diſputed againſt, i. e. they urged then 
with the greateſt ſtrength of Kegſor, and the clearelt evidence of Druing 
Revelation, and never queſffoned but that a Faith built on thoſe groung, 
if effectual for a holy Life, was a true and Divine Faith, It ſeems then, 
your cauſe cannot be maintained, without the moſt ſharp and viruleutze. 
fietions on thoſe Primitive Chriitians, who among all thoſe argumen; 
whereby they ſo ſucceſsfully prevailed over the Gentile world, never dig 
ſo much as vouchſafe to mention the leaſt pretence to Infallibility ; fy 
which they are now accuſed of uſing only the blunter weapons, of hum, 
and fallible motives, and not thoſe Primary and Divine Motives of Inf. 
libility. But this is not the firſt time we have ſeen, what deſperate ſhift, 
bad cauſe puts men upon. 

It may be yet, your ſtrength may lye in your /a5t condition, vi, 
That theſe arguments uſed by them, were not internal, For, 1. You ay, hy 
of Miracles is external ;, the Scriptures themſelves work none, neither we, 
ever any Miracles wrought to confirm, that all the Books now in the Cany 
(and no more) are the Word of God. Ianſwer, 1. I have alru:cy told you 
of a double reſolution of Fazth, the one as to the Divinity vi rhe Dori, 
the other as to the Yeracity of the Books which contain it : when therefore 
Miracles are inſiſted on, it isnot in order tothe /atter of thele which we 
have ſufficient aſſurance of without them, as I have already large 
proved, both as to the Trath and Integrity of the Canon of Scripture; hit 
Miracles, we ſay, are the arguments to prove the Dzvinity of the Dofſrue 
by, becauſe they atteſt the Divine Revelation of the perſons, who deline 
this Doctrine to the world. 2. As to #5 who receive the report of thi 
Miracles, as conveyed to us by the Scripture, thoſe may be ſaid to be in 
ternal arguments to the Scripture, which are there recorded in order ty 
our believing the DoFrine therein contained to be Divive. The Motre: 
of Faith being delivered to us now joyntly with the DoGrine, although a 
different grounds we believe the Yeracity of the Books of Scripture, and the 
Infallibility of the DoFGrine contained in it, We believe that the Aras 
were truly done, becauſe they are delivered to us by an unqueſtionable 
Tradition, in fuch Authentick Writings as the Scriptures are; but we I& 
lieve thc Do@rine contained in the Books to be Divine, becauſe atteſted 
by ſuch 2frracles, and we believe the Books of Scripture to be divinely it 
ſpired, becauſe ſuch perſons cannot be ſuppoled to fulſfie ro the world who 
wrought ſuch great Miracles. 2. You ſay, The converſpon of jo many Pedl 
and Nations by the Dotrine contained in Scripture, is alſo external to it 
Scripture, But ſtill you ſuppoſe that theſe arguments are brought t 
prove theſe Books to be divinely inſpired, which 1s denied 5 we ſay only, 
That the admirable propagation of the DoFrine of the Goſpel, is a great at 
gument that it was from God. And therefore, when atterwards you fay, 
That ſuppoſing all thoſe arguments mentioned by the Biſhop out of $. Augultine, 
to be internal to the Scripture, yet they cannot infallibly and divinely pro 
that Scripture is the Word of God. It by Scriptare, you mean the  riting, 
we pretend not to it 3 if by Scriptzre, you mean the DoFrine of it, We 
allert it, and think it no argument at all againſt that, which you add,Ths 


perſwade they may, but convince they cannot;, no doubt if they perſwade, . 
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Jo much more than convince; But, I ſuppoſe, your meaning is, they do it 
not efeFual/y; if ſo, that 1s not the fault of the arguments, but of the per- 
, who by his obſtinacy, will not hearken to the cleareſt evidence of Kea- 
or. All that this can prove, is a neceſſity of Divine Grace to goalong with 
external evidence, which you dare not aflert, for fear of running into. that 
private 5pirit, which you objected to his Lordſhip on the ſame account. 
But it is very pretty Which follows : You ſay, Suppoſing that all thoſe argu- 
ments mentioned, of Miracles, nothing carnal in the DoFrine, performance of 
it, and converſion of the world by it, were all of them internal to Scripture, yet 
they could not prove infallibly the Scripture to be the Word of Gad3 and to 
cove this, you tell us, concerning the third and fourth, How can it ever be 
jroved, that either the performance of this DoFrine, or the converſion of Na- 
tions is internal to Scripture. But, Did you not ſuppoſe them before to be in- 
ternal ro ScriptureFand though they were ſo, yet could not prove the Scrj- 
twe, &c? and to prove that, you fay they carinot be proved internal #9 
Smpture. Which 1s juſt as 3f I ſhould fay, If you were Pope you would not 
be Irfal/ible; and all the evidence I ſhould give for it, ſhould be only to 
prove that you were not Pope. | 
You conclude this Chapter with a Wonder (I mean not any thing of Rea- 
ſawhich would really be ſo) But, fay you, who can ſufficiently wonder, 
that bis Lordſhip. for theſe four Aotives, ſhould ſo eaſily make the Scripture 
give Divine Teſtimony to it ſelf, upon which our Faith mmnſt reſt, and yet deny 
the ame priviledge to the Church. Seeing it catmot be denied, but that every 
oncof theſe Alotives are much more immediately and clearly applied to the 
Church, than to the Scripture, What ? more immediately and cleatly ? and 
b clearly, that it cannot be denied ? Prove but any one of them as to that 
Church, whoſe Infallibility is in queſtion, viz. the preſent Roman-Church, 
and I will yield you the reſt. Produce but any one #ndoubted Miracle, 
toconfirm the 1fal/ibility of your Church, or the Paſtors of it, thew your 
Dirine (whercin it difters from ours) not to be carnal, manifeſt the per- 
formance of the Chriſtian Do@rine, only in the members of your Church, 
prove that it is your Church,as ſuch,which hath preached this Do@rixe, and 
converted whole Nations to the belief of it (in any other way than the Spa- 
marc's did the poor Indians) and we may begin to hearken with ſomewhat 
nore paticnce to your arrogant and unreaſonable pretence of Pfallibility. 
Can any one then who hath any grain of reaſon left him, think that from 
thele arguments, while his Lordſhip diſputes moſt eagerly against the preſent 
Churches Infallibility, he argues mainly for it, as you very wilely conclude 
tlat Chapter. If this be arguing for your Churches Tnfallibility, much 
good may ſuch arguments do you. ; 
| Andſo[ come to the laſt part of my task as to this Controverſie, which 
k, toexamine your next Chapter, which puts us in hopes of ſeeing an End 
0 this tedious Cortroverſie : But this containing very little new in it (and 
tierefore deſerves not to be handled apart) will on that account admit of 
aquicker diſpatch. In which the firſt Se&ioz begins with S. Auſtin's Te- 
timong, which ſhould have becn conſidered before, and now it comes 
vitwith the ſame Anſwer attending it, which was given fo lately con- 
&rning primary and infallible, and ſecondary and probable Motives of Faith, 
tievanity of which is ſufficiently diſcovered. Whereas in your Margent, 
Jou bring an example of luch a probable Motive, viz. when S. Auſtin ſaith , 
Fauſtus, That 4s conſtant Tradition was ſufficient for him to believe that that | 
Fifile was Manichzus his, which went under his name; ſo the ſame Tradition 
Oo 2 was 
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was ſufficient to him to prove the + was $, Matthew's, which was ſo un; 
wer/ally received for bis, ever ſince the writing of it. 1/am fo tar from think. 
ing thisa meer probable Motive, that it is the higheſt evidence the mate, 
is capable of, and ſo S. A»ſtiz thought. Your paralleling the laying of 
Waldenſis (That if the Church ſhould ſpeak any thing contrary to Scripture, þ, 
would not believe ber) with another which you pretend to be S. Auſtin's, x 
the Scripture ſhould ſpeak any thing contrary to the Church, we could not jy. 
hieve that neither; and then ſaying that both proceed on an impoiſuble ſuppy 
tion, muſt imply, that it is an equal impoſitbility for the Chxrch to deling 
any thing contrary to the DoFrine of Scripture, as for the Scripture to cp. 

tradid it ſelf; for to fay, The Scripture ſhould contradict the Church 

ſhgnihes nothing, becauſe the Being of the Church js founded on the Doe. 

trine of Scripture. Allthat $. Auſtzz faith, in the place you referr ug ty 

comes to no more than this, If the Church were found deceived in thelt;,. 

tings of Scripture, then there could be no ground of anv firm aſſert to they 

And, is this, I pray, a fit parallel for that ſpeech of Waldenſis ? Ts this toly, 

If the Scripture Peak any thing againſt the C tarch, it is not tobeh. 

lieved 

In your next Sect. N, 2, 3. you fall from Parallels. to Circles, and Seri 

circles (as you call them) in which you only (hew us your faculty of mn. 
bling the ſame things over and over, concerning his Lordſhips »:ſtatingtl 

xeſtion, about Infallible and Divine Faith, Apotolical Tradition, the fu: 
mal object of Faith, which I muſt, out of charity to the Readers patienc, 
beg him to look back for the ſeveral Anſwers, it he thinks any thi 
needs it ; for I am now quite tired with theſc Repetition, there beingmt 
one word added here, but what hath been anfwered already. But, |: 
theſe ſhould not enough tire us, the next Sect. N. 4. confiſts of the old 
puſſ-paſte of ultimate Motive, and formal Object, of the Infallibility which i 
not ſizeply Divine, and others of a like nature, whoſe vanity hath been & 
tected in the very entrance into this Controverſic. 

It ſecms you had a great mind togive the Biſhop a blow, when you rea 
as far, as from p. 103, top. 115. to doit, and yet fall ſhort of it at laſt ; for, 
though you charge him with a falſe citation of S. Auſtir, for theſe work, 
fidei ultima reſolutio eſt in Deunt illuminantem, yet in that Chapter, thouy 


* notthe words, yet the-ſexſe is there extant, when he gives that account 


Chriitian Faith, That it comes not by the authority 


Non jam hominibus, ſed ipſo Dro intrinſe= yen, but ſFom God himelf confirming and inlightenn 


cis meatem noſtiam firmante &- illuminanic, 
Aug, Cc, cp. Manich. c. 14. 


our mind. Is not here a plain reſolution of Faiths 
Den il/uminantem £ And therefore your charged 
falſe citation, and your confident denial, That there 3s any ſuch Text t 
found either there, or azy where elſe in all $, Auguſtine, argue, you arent 
careful what you ſay, lo you may but throw dirt in your adverſaries fat. 
though we may eafily know from whence it comes, by the foulneſs of you 
fingers. And for your other challenge, of producing any Teſtimony of th 
Fathers which ſaith, That we muſt reſolve our Faith of Scripture into tt 
Light of Scripture; 1 hope the Teltimonics I have in this Chapter mer 
tioned, may tcach you a little more #29deſty : and for the other part of 1, 
That we cannot believe the Scripture infallibly for the Churches authority, 
far as a Negative can beproved, I dare appcal to the judgement of any 
Whether it be poſſeble to believe that the Fathers judged,the Cert ainty, mu 
Icls Þfallibility of Chriſtian Faith did depend on the Churches TnfallibleTr 
ſtimony, and yet never upon the molt jult occaſion do lo much as mention 
it, but rather ſpeak very much to the contrary. : 
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His Lordſhip having thus at large delivered his mind in this important 
Controverlic ; to make what he had ſaid the more portable, ſumms up 
the ſubſtance of it in ſeveral Conftderations. Which being only a recapt- 
tulation of what hath been fully diſcufled already, will need the ſhorter 
Vindication, in ſome brief ſtri@ures,where you unjuſtly quarrel with them. 
Tohis 1. That it ſeems reaſonable, that ſince all Sciences ſuppoſe Principles ; 
Theology ſhould be allowed ſome too, the chiefeit of which is, That the Scri- 
ptures are of Divine Authority; your Anſwer is conſiderable; viz. that he 
confounds Theology, a diſcourſtve Science, with F aith, which is an af of the 
Underſtanding, produced by an Impulſe of the Will, &c. But not to examine 
what hath been already handled, of the power of the Wil in the a# of 
Faith, it is plain when his Lordſhip ſpeaks of Theology, he means Theology, 
and not Fazth; and the intent of this Conſideration was to ſhew. the x:- 
reaſonableneſs of ſtarting this Queſtion iu a Theological Diſpute about the 
Church, In your Anſwer to the ſecond, you lay, That Fallible Motives 
cannot produce Certainty, which if you would prove, you would do more 
tothe purpoſe than you have done yct, and by this argument, I could 
not be cert air, whether you had done it or no, unle(s you brought ſome 1n- 
falible Motives to prove it. The third you paſs over. The fourth you 
grant, though not very conſſtently with what you elſewhere ſay : As to 
what you fay in anſwer to the fifth. concerning Arracles, | agree with you 
mit, having elſewhere lufticicntly declared my ſelf as to them. For the 
fixth you referr to your tormer Anſwer, and fo dol to the reply to it. 
Iathe ſeventh, his Lordſhip proves the meceſſuty of ſome revelation from God 
rationally and {trongly, and rhence inferrs, 7 hat either there never was any 
fuch Revelation, or that the Scripture is that Revelation, and that's it we 
Chriſtian's labour to make good againſt all Atheiſm, Prophaneneſs, and Infideli- 
ty. To which you have two Exceptions. 1. That this cannot be proved by 
the meer Light of Scripture, which His Lordſhip never pretended to. 2. That 
te leaves ont the Word, only, whichwas the cauſe of the whole Contreverſie ; 
What, between Chriſtians and Atheiſts * For of that Controverſie, he 
there ſpeaks : but ſince you are fo fond of your unwritten Revelations, pray 
prove the xece{/ity of them as ſtrongly againſt Atheists, as his Lordſhip hat 
done the xeceſſety of a written ove. Inthe lat Conſtderation he muſters up 
all the ſeveral arguments whereby men may be perlwaded, that this Reve- 
lation is contained in thoſe Books we call the Scripture; as the Tradition of 
the Church, the Teſtzmony of former Ages, the conſent of times, the Harmony 
of Prophets, and the Prophecies fulfilled, the ſucceſs of the DoFrine, the con- 
ſtancy of it, thee ſpiritual nature and efficacy of it, and laſtly, the inward 
lglt and excellency of the Text it ſelf ; which,with a great deal of Rhetorick, 
vtcreſct forth. But to all this you ſay no more than what hath been 
abundantly diſproved, viz. That all theſe only juſtifie our belief, when it is 
reeived as the ancients received it upon the Infallible Authority of Church- 
Tradition, but never otherwiſe, Whereas we have proved, that the ancients 
received it only on the ſame grounds, which are here mentioned, and 
therefore certainly are ſ#fficzert not only to juſtifie our Faith, but to per- 
wade us to believe. 

Your argument againſt what his Lordſhip faith of the neceſſity of the 
Spirit's alſift ance with theſe Motives , and the Light of Scripture for produ- 
arg Divine Faith, will equally hold againſt all thole of your own fide, 
Who hold the neceiſtty of Gods Spirit for believing the C hurches Infallibility, 
and apainlt all ſuch of both lides, who hold any neceſſuty of Divine —_ 
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for then you muſt ſay, that either that Grace 1s not neceſlary in order tg 


ſalvation, or that thoſe who want it, are neither truly Chriftians, nor capable 
of ſalvation. And how horridly joever theſe conſequences ſound in the ear; of 
the nnlearned, they can ſound no worſe than thoſe arultitudes of Scriptury, 
do which tell men, That without true Divine Faith, and real Grace, they yy, 
wider eternal condemnation. But, it _y be, that the #»learned may ng 
be affrighted with ſuch ſertences as thoſe are, you think it a great de) 
better to let them hear little or nothing of the Scriptere, and to let they 
be continually entertained with the ſweet and prelodiows voice of the Church, 
No doubt, you thought, your next argument had done the bulineſs &. 
fetually ; For (ſay you) to make them more ſenſible of the foulneſs of thi 
errour, viz, the danger of ſuch who do not ſaving]y believe, Let them coy. 
ſoder, that when young and unlearned Chriſtians are taught to ſay their Creel, 
and profeſs their belief of the Articles contained in it, before they read gerj. 
Ppture, they are taught to lye, and profeſs to do that, which they neither do, wy 
can doin his Tenet. Anexcellent argument againſt making, Children (gy 
their Creed! but, Will not the ſame hold againſt all publick uling of the 
Creed, becauſe it is unqueſtionable but there are ſome who do not ſavin. 
ly or divinely believe it? Nay, Will it not much more hold againlt any 
in your Church, ſaying their Creed at all, unleſs they firſt belicve you 
Church to be Infallible, which is very well known that all do not, Fir 
then, according to yor, they do but lye, and profeſsto do that which they i. 
ther do, nor can do, without the Churches Infallible Teſtimony + And ther: 
fore you muſt begin a new work of Catechizing the 22ewbers of you 
Church, to know whether they belicve the Churches Infallibility, before 
they can ſay their Creed, Unleſs you ſolve it among your ſelves, by {y- 
ing, It is not a formal le, but only an equivocation, which many of you 
ſay, is lawful in caſe of danger, as you ſee apparently this is. But if the 
equivocation be ſaid only to lye inthe word Belicve, you might eaſily di 
cern the weakneſſof your argument, through it. For if ſome may truhh. 
lieve what they do not ſavingly believe, there is #0 lye certainly told, in 
ſaying, They do believe as far as they do 3 which is by a firm aſſert to the 
Truth of all the Articles of Faith, by that which is call'd an 4ſtorical, 
dogmatical Faith, where there may be no ſaving Faith. But that becauk 
Children are taught (as a ſhort ſyſteme of the Articles of Faith) to ſay ther 
Creed, we mit be convinced of the ſoulneſs of our errour, is an apparent ei 
dence.that either you apprehended our wnderſtandings to be very weak, 
that you ſufhciently hirves your owz to be ſo. | 
The only quarrel which you have with his Lordſhjps Synthetical way, 
is, That he confounds his Reader with multiplicity of arguments, and weakg 
the authority of the Church, without which (it you may be believed) & 
tight tire himſelf and others, but never be able to make a clear reſolution i 
Faith, How clear an account you have given of Faithin your Anaitic 
way, by the Authority of the Church, hath been lufficiently laid open to yo 
but I wonder nct that you quarrel with z#/tiplicity of arguments, ther 
being nothing which doth really weaken the authority of your Churchlo 
much as they do, and they are men certainly of your texxper, who will 
foon tired with too wnch reaſon. What follows concerning the captionſmþ 
of the Queſtion as firſt propounded; and the viciozs Circle you would ties 
your {clves of, by the Motives of Credibility; deſerve no Grcker anhwer, 


Only when you would make A. C. go your way, and Loth together prove tht 


Church Tnfallible independently on Scripture, you did not certainly gy” 
tat 


— w——, aw Pu PID FN OE dF _ 


* 2 XR 


Chap. IX. in thu Controverfie. 


that itis an 1nfaVibility by Promiſe, which you challenge, and,for that end, 
in the precedent Chapter, were thole places of Scripture produced by A. C. 
and urged by you. All that I ſhall return by way of Azſwer to your tedi- 
ous dilcourſe concerning Scriptures being a Principle ſuppoſed among Chriſti- 
ans (the main of it depending on the circumſtances of the diſpute between 
his Lordſhip and Mr. Fiſher) ſhall ben theſe following particulars. 1.That 
in all Controverfies among Chriſtians, whole deciſion depends upon the 
authority of Scripture, the Scripture muſt be ſuppoſed as granted to be of 
Divine Authority by both partzes. 2. That in that Queſdion, Whether the 
Scripture contains all neceſſary things of Faith, that nece|ſaty muſt be ſuppo- 
ſd torelate to the things which depend upon Scripture, and therefore 
inplies it believed on other grounds, that this Scripture is of Divine Re- 
velation. For the Queſtion is, Whether God hath conſigned his Will ſo 
fully to us, in this Revelation of himſclf, that nothing necellary to be be- 
lieved is left out of it ? For men thento ſay, That this is /eft out of it, viz. 
to believe that this is a Divine Revelation, is an unreaſonable Cavil, it be- 
ing ſuppoſed in the very 2eſtion, that it is ſo. 3. That in this ſenſe the 
Scripture may be ſaid to be a ſuppoſed Principle, becauſe it hath a different 
way of probation, from particular objeFs of Faith, revealed in Scripture, 
For to a rational Enquirer, who ſeems todoubt of the Truth of Scriptures, 
itisequally abſurd to give him any one of theſe three Anlivers. 1. That it 
1a Principle to be ſuppoſed : tor, though it be ſuppoſed as to the particular 
debate depending en Scripture; yet it is fond and abſurd to fay, It muſt 
be ſuppoſed when 1t is the thing inqueſtion. 2. That it is known meerly by 
it own Light : for the perſon I have to deal with, —_— himſelf equal- 
ly capable to judge of Reaſor and Evidence, as my felt, it doth but betray 
the weakreſFof my cauſe, or my inability to manage it, to pretend: that to 
beevident, which it is much more evident that he doth not think fo; and 
tis only to tell him,my Underſtanding muſt rule his, and that whatever 
appears to me to have Light in it ſelf, ought likewiſe ſo appear to him. 
2. [tis as abſurd as either of the other two, to lay, That you will prove to 
a rational Enquirer, the Scripture to be Gods Word, by an unwritten Word of 
God. For, 1. His Enquiry 1s, Whether there be ay Word of God or no, 
you prove there is, becauſe there 3s ;, for that is all you prove by your 
written Word, He denies, or at leaſt queſtions, Whether there be ary, 
and particularly inſtanceth in Scriptzre; you think to end the Queſtion, 
by telling him, He zzuſt believe it to be ſo, becauſe there is another Word of 
God which atteſts it, which, inſtead of ending the firif Queſtion, begets a 
great many more. For, 2. He will be moreto feck, concerning this »- 
written Word than before 3 becaulc he might ulc his Reaſorr in judging con- 
cerning the writter Word, but cannot as to this x-mwritter ; it being on- 
ly told him, There is ſuch a thing, but he knows not what zt 7s, how far it 
extends, who mu$t deliver it, what evidence this hath beyond the other, that 
it comes ſrom God, that it muſt be uſed as an argumzert to prove it with, If 
jou ſend him to the Infallibility of the Church, you muſt either preſume 
lim ofa very weak Underſtanding, or elle he would eaſily diſcern your 
perfect jughng in this ; the veins of which I have diſcovered throughout 
this diſcourſe. There remains nothing then but Keaſor, a Principle 
common tous both z by which I muſt prove, that the Scriptures are from 
God, which Reaſor partly makes uſe of the Churches Tradition, not in any 
tion of Izfallibilzty, but meerlys built on Principles common to humane 
nature, and partly utes thoſe other arguments which prove by the _ 
rationa 
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rational evidence, that the DoFrize contained in Scripture, was from God: 
and if this were all the meaning of ſaying, The Scriptures are a Principle ſup- 
poſed, becaule of a different way of proving them, from particular objec 
of Faith,you can have no rcaſonto deny tte 

The ncxt thing his Lordſhip inſiſts on, is, That the Jews never had, wy 
ean have any other proof, that the Old Teſtament is the Word of God, than we 
have of the New. In your Afwer to which, I grant that which YOu con- 
tend tor,7hat the Traditien of Scriptures among them was by their immedi 
Anceſtors as well as others ; I grant, That their Faith was not a Scientifical 
Knowledge,but a firm &-perfett aſſurance only{but underſtand not what you 
mean, by ſaying, That otherwiſe it would not be meritorious) but am as far 
to ſeck as ever for any 1nfal/ibility in the Jewiſh Church, which ſhould in 
every ape be the ground of believing the Books of the 0/d Teſtament tobe 
divinely inſpired. And if you will prove a conſtant ſ#cceſſzor of Prophet; 
from 2oſes till our Saviour's appearing (which you ſeem willing tobe- 
lieve) you would do ſomething towards it 3 but for your permanent Infal. 
lible Authority in the High Prieſt and his Clergy, 1] have already ſhewed it ty 
bea groundleſs, it not a wiltul miſtake. 

What remains concerning the mature of Infallibility (which at laſt his 
Lordſhip makes to be no more than that which excludes all polſbility of 
doubting, and therefore grants, that an Infallible Aſſurance 11:y be had 
Eccleſraſtical and Humane proof”) and how far that is requiſite to Faith; cor- 
cerning moral Certainty, and what Aſſurance may be had by it; concerning tk 
Canon of Scriptare, Apoſtolical Tradition, the unwritten Word, $. Auf; 
Teitimony about the Church, they are all points ſo fully diſcuſſed before, ths 
out of pity to the Reader, I muſt referr him to their ſeveral places, which 
when he hath throughly conſidered, I will give him leave to ſum upthe 
ſeveral victories you have obtained in the management of it, which wil 
be much more hoxourable for you, than for your ſelf to do it, as you d 
molt #riumphantly in the end of this Controverſie concerning the Reſolution 
Faith. And although I have not been much ſurprized with your attempt; 
yet I ſhall heartily conclude'this great Debate with your laſt words in it, 
The Conſequence T leave to the ſerious conſideration of the Judicious Reader, | 
beſeech God he may make benefit of it to his eternal felicity. 


Part, Il, 


PazxrT Il. 
Of Schiſm. 


Cuayr, I. 
Of the Univerſal! Church, 


The Qweſt ion of Schiſye explained. The nature of it enquired into. Several 
general Principles laid down for clearing the preſent Controverſie, Three 
grounds of the charge of Schiſm on Proteſtant Churches by our Authonr. 
The firſt, of the Roman Churches being the Catholick Church, entered upon. 
How far the Roman Church may be ſaid tobe a true Church, The aiſtin- 
Tion of a Church morally pan metaphyſically true juſtified. The grounds 
of the Unity of the Catholick, Church, as to Dodlrine and Government. 
Cardinal Perron's diſtin&ion of the formal, cauſal, and participative Ca- 
tholick, Church examined, The true ſenſe of the Catholick Church in An- 
tiquity manifeſted from: $t. Cyprian, and ſeveral caſes happening in bis 
time: as, the Schiſm of Novatianus at Rome 3 the caſe of Felicifſimus 
and Fortunatus. Several other Inſtances out of Antiquity to the ſame 
purpoſe, by all which it is manifeſt that the unity of the Catholick Church 
had no dependance on the Church of Rome. The ſeveral teſtimonies to the 
contrary of $t. Ambroſe, $t. Hierome, John Patriarch of Conſtantino- 
ple, St. Auguſtine, Optatus, &*c. particularly examined ; and all found 
ſhort of proving that the Reman Church is the Catholick Church. The ſe- 
veral Anſwers of his Lordſhip to the teſtimonies of $t.Cyprian, St, Hierom, 
$t, Greg. Nazianzene, $t. Cyril, aud Ruffinus, about the a_y 
of the Church of Rome, juſtified. From all which it appears that the 
waking the Roman-Church to be the Catholick,, is a great Novelty and per- 


fe Jeſuitiſnr, 


Eds Ince fo great and conſiderable parts of the Chriſtiax 
728 Church, have in theſe laſt ages been divided in commu- 
nion from each other, the great conteſt and enquiry 
hath been, which party ſtands guilty of the cauſe of the 
preſent diſtance and ſeparation. For, both ſides retain 
Fs till fo much of their common Chriſtianity, as to ac- 
| ® |nowledge that no Religion doth fo ſtrictly oblige the 

owners of it to peace and unity as the Chriſtiaz Religion doth and yet 
notwithſtanding this, we finde theſe breaches fo farr from cloſing, that, 
: P Þ fup- 


—_ 


$S. I, 


Of Schiſm in General. 


————— —— 


ſuppoſing the ſame grounds to continue, a reconciliation ſeems to humane 
reaſon impoſſible. An evidence of which, 1s, that thoſe perſons wh, 
either out ofa generous deſire of ſeeing the wounds of the Chriſtian wary 
healed, or out of ſome private intereſt or deſign, have made it their byg. 
neſs to propound terms of reconciliation between the divided Parties 
have. been equally rejected by thoſe parties they have profeſled then. 
ſelves the members of. For whether any of the Roman Communion hy 
ingenuouſly confeſſed the great corruptions crept into that Church, 1p 
deſired a reformation of them, or any of the Proteſtant Communion |, 
endeavoured to excuſe, palliate, or plead for the corruptions of the Row, 
Church : we find how little incouragement they have had for ſuch unde. 
takings from that Church whoſe Communion they have profelled to retain, 
The diſtance then being fo great as it 1s, it 1s a very necellary enquin 
what the caſe of it is, and Where the main fault lies 3 and it being 4c. 
knowledged that there is a poſlibility that corrmptions may get into 
Chriſtian Church, and it being impoſiible to prove that Chri/tzanzty oblipeth 
men to communicate with a Church in all thoſe corruptzons its Communiqn 
may be tainted with, it ſeems evident to reaſon that the caule of the 
breach muſtlye there, where the corruptions are owned and impoſed z, 
conditions of Communion. For,can any one imagine it ſhould be a ful; 
in any to keep off from Communion, where they are ſo far fromhei 
obliged to it, that they have an obligation to the contrary,trom the priy- 
ples of their conimon Chriſtianity ? and where men are bound not to con: 
municate, it is impoflible to prove their not communicating to be Sehiſy, 
For there can be no Schiſmr, but where there is an obligation to communi. 
on Schiſm being nothing elfe but a willful violation of the bonds of 
Chriſtian Communion ; and therefore when ever you would prove the 
Proteſtants guilty of Schiſmr, you muſt doit by proving they were bound 
to communicate with your Church in thoſe things, which they are Pry 
teſtants for diſowning of. Or that there is ſo abſolute and unlimited ar 

ligation to continue iti the Soczety of your Church, that no conditions ca 
be fo hard, but we are bound rather to ſubmit tothem, than not joyn in 
Communion with you. But we who look on the nature of a Chriſtin 
Society in general, the Foundations of its conſtitution, the ends and delgn 
of it, cannot think our ſelves obliged to Communion in thoſe thing 
which #ndermine thoſe Foundations, and contradit thoſe ends. 

This being a matter of ſo vaſt conſequence, in order to the ſettling mens 
minds in the preſent diſputes of the Chriſtian world, before I come to par- 
ticulars, ſhall lay down thoſe general principles which may manifeſt hoy 
free Proteſtants are, from all imputation of Schiſmr. Schiſze then import 
ing a violation of that Communion which we are obliged to, the molt n- 
tural way for underſtanding what 8chiſm is, is toenguire what the Four 
dations are of Chriſtian Communion, and how far the bonds of it do extend. 
Now the Foundations of Chriſtian Communion in general depend uponthe 
acknowledgement of the truth of Chriſtian Religion. For that Keligion 
which Chrisf came todeliver tothe world being ſuppoſed trwe, is the ret 
fon why any look on themſelves as obliged to profeſs it 3 which obligation 
extending to all perſons who have the ſame grounds to believe the tru 
of it, thence ariſeth the ground of Soczety in this profeſſion, which 12 
common obligation on ſeveral perlons joyning together in ſome ad d 
common concernment to them. The truth then of Chriſtzar Religion be 
ing acknowledged by leveral perſons, they tind ir» this Religion a 
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iJions which are to be performed by ſeveral perlons in Society with each 
ather. From whence ariſeth that more immediate obligation to Chriſt;- 
1 Society, in all thoſe who profeſs themſelves Chriſtians ; and the whole 
mmber of theſe who own the truth of Chriſtian Religion and are thereby 
obliged to joyn 1n Soctety with each other, 1s that which we call the Ca- 
tholick Church. But although there be ſuch a relation to each other in 
al chriſtians as to make them one common Soclety 3 yet for the perform- 
ance of particular a#s of communion , there muſt be leſler Societies 
wherein perſons may joyn together in the actions belonging to them. 
But (till the ob[igation to communion in thele /eſſer, is the ks with that 
which conſtitutes the great body of Chriſtians, which is the ownin 
iriftianity as the only true Religion and way toeternal Happineſs, And 
therefore thoſe lefler Societies cannot in juſtice make the neceſfary con- 
ditions of communion narrower, than thole which belong to the Catholick 
Chirch; i, e. thoſe things which declare men Chriſtians, ought to capaci- 
tatethem for communion with Chriſtians, But here we are to conlider 
that asto be a Chriſtian ſuppoſeth mens owning the Chriſtian Religion to 
he true, ſo the conveyance of that Religion being, to us now in thoſe Books 
wecall the Scriptures, there mult be an acknowledgement of thern as the 
ndifpenſable rule of Faith and #2arners, which 1s,That theſe Books are the 
great Charter of the Chriſtian Society, according to which it muſt be go- 
verned, 
Theſe things being premiſed as the foundation in general of Chriſtiar 
Sriety, we ſhall the better underſtand how tar the obligation to communi- 
minit doth extend. For which it muſt be conſidered, that the grounds 
of continuance 1n Communion, mult be ſuitable and proportionable to the 
firſt reaſon of entering into it. No man being obliged by vertue of his 
being in a Soctety,to agree in any thing which tends to the apparent ruine 
of that Society 53 but he is obliged to the contrary, trom the, general 
grounds of his firſt admiſſion into it. His primary obligation being to 
preſerve the honour and 7ztereſt of it, and to joyn in aF- of it fo far as they 
tend to it. Now the main end of the Chriftion Society being the promo- 
tion of Gods honour and the ſalvation of mens ſouls, the primary obligation 
omen entering into it, is the advancement of theſe exd-s, to joyn in all as 
it ſo far as they tend to thele eds ; but it any thing come to be requi- 
red directly repugnant to theſe eras, thoſe men of whom ſuch things are 
required, are bound not to communicate in thole leſler Societies where 
luchthings are impoſed, but to preſerve their communion with the Catho- 
lick Society of Chriſtzans, But theſe general dilcourſes ſeetning more ob- 
ſcure, it will be neceflary for the better ſubſerviency of them to our deſign, 
todeduce them into particulars. Setting then afide the Catholick Society 
of Cbriſt;a7r5, we come to enquire how far men are bound to communicate 
with any lefler Society, how extenſive ſo ever it may pretend its commu- 
nton to be, 

1. There 3s no Secicty of Chriſtians of any one Communion, but may impoſe 


ſome things to be belicved or pradtiſed which may be repugnant to the general 


Forndations of Chriſtian Society. But if any Society (hall pretend a necef- 
lty of communion with her, becauſe it is impuſiible this ſhould be done 
by her : this priviledge muſt in reaſon be as evident as the common 
grounds of Chriſtianity are ; nay much more evident, becauſe the beliefof 
Chriſtianity it (elf; doth (upon this pretence) depend on the knowledge 
of fuch I»falibility, and the indiſpenſable obligation to communion de- 
pends upon it, P p 2 2. There 
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2. There being 4 poſſibility acknowledged, that particular Churche, may re- 
quire unreaſonable conditions of communion ;, the obligation to communig 
cannot be abſolute and —_—_— : but only ſo far as nothing is required 
deſtruftive to the ends of Chriſtian Society. Otherwiſe wen would be beund 
to deſtroy that which thcy believe, and to do the moſt unjuſt and yy. 
reaſonable things. But the great difficulty lycs in knowing when ſuch 
things are required, and who muſt be the judge 1n that calc : to which] 
anſwer. 

3. Nothing can be more unreaſonable, then that the Society impoſng ſy 
conditions of communion ſhould be judge, whether thoſe conditions be juit an} 
equitable or no. Tfthe queſtion only were in matters cf peace, and cop 
veniency, and order, the _—_— of the Socicty ought to over-rule the 
judgements of particular perlons ; bur in fuch cafes where great Bodies of 
Chriſtians, judge ſuch things required to be unlawful conditions of con. 
munion, what juſtice or reaſon is there, that the party accuſed ſhould 
Judge in her own caule ? 

4. Where there is ſufficient evidence from Scripture, reaſon,and traditia, 
that ſuch things which are impoſed are unreaſonable conditions of Chriſtin 
communion. the not communicating with that Society which requires the 
thines cannot incurr the guilt of Schiſy. Which necellarily follows frog 
the precedent grounds, becauſe none can be obliged to communi 
in ſuch caſcs, and therefore the not communicating is no culpable þ. 
parat1on. 

- 5. By how much the Societies are greater which are agreed in not comm. 
micating with a Church impoſing ſuch conditions, by how much the powe 
thoſe who rule thoſe Societies ſo agreeing is larger, by ſo mmch the more Juſtia 
ble is the Reformation of any Church ſfom theſe abuſes, and the ſctling th 
bonds of Chriſtian communion without them. And on thoſe grounds, wt 
the Church of Romes impoſing unlawfal conditions of communion, it w 
necellary ot to communicate with her; and on the Church of England 
power tg reform it ſelf by the aſſiſtance of the Supreazr power, it was lay: 
ful and juſtihable not only to redreſs thoſe abuſes, but to ſettle the Chud 
upon its groper and true foundations. So that the Chyrch of Romesin: 
pofing unlawful conditions of communion, 1s the realon why we do mt 
communicate with her, and the Church of Englands pewer to govern and 
take care of her ſelf, is the reaſon of our joyning together in the ſerviced 
God upon the principles of our Reformation. On theſe grounds I dou 
not but to make it appear, how free the Church of England is from all is: 
puration cf Schiſmr. | 

Thele things being thus in general premiſcd, we come to conſider what 

thoſe principles are on which you can found ſo high a charge as thatd 

Schiſm on the Proteſtant Churches, And having throughly conſidered 
your way of manayement of it, I find all that you have to ſay may ber 
lolvcd into one of thele three grounds. 1. That the Roman Church is tit 
true and only Catholick Church. 2. That our Charches could have no powd 

or cauſe to divide in their Communion ſrom her. 3. That the Authority 

the Rowun Church is ſo great, that upon no pretence ſoever could it be lanf# 
to withdr.mv from Communion with her, 1 confeſs, it you can make good 
any one of theſe three, you do fomcthins to the purpoſe; but how littk 
ground you have to charge us with $c£7/ from ary of theſe Principls 
will be the deſign of this Part at Jargeto manifeſt. T begin then with the 
firſt, whichis the pretence of your Chnrches being the CatholickChurch : and 
here 
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here we again enter the /iſts toſee how fairly you deal with your Adver- 
ary. Mr. Fiſber ſaith, That from the —_ of the reſolution of Faith 
the Lady call d them:;and deſiring to hear, whether the Biſhop would grant the 
Roman Church to be the right Church ? the Biſhop (faith he) granted that it 
2s, To which his Lordſhip anfwers (after a juſt complaint of the abuſe 
if _—_ by mens reſolution to hold their own , though it be by 'un- 
nortby means and diſparagement of truth ) that the queſtion was neither athed 
in that form, nor ſo anſwered, And that there is a great deal of differenct 
(eſpecially as your » 1 handle the queſtion of the Church)between The Church 
nd A Church, and there is ſome between a True Church and a Right Church. 
For The Church may 19port the only true Church, and perhaps the root and 
ground of the Catholick. And this (faith he) 7 never did grant of the Ro- 
nan Church, nor ever mean to do. But AChutrch, can imply ho more, then 
that it is a member of the whole. And this I never did (taith he) nor ever 
ill deny. if it fall not abſolutely away from Chriff. That it is a True Chiirch 
Igranted alſo , but not a Right, For Truth only imports the being ; right 

jerfettion in conditions ;, thus a Thief is a true man, though not an wpriebt 
man, $80 4 corrupt Church may be true, as a Church is a company of men 
which profeſs the Faith of Chriſt and arc baptized into his Name 5, bit it is not 
therefore a right Church, either in doGrine or manners. And this (he faith ) 
acknowledged by very learned Froteſt11ts before hint. This 1s the fubſtance 
ofhis Lordſhips anſwer. to which we mutt contider what you reply 3 That 
about the terms of the Ladic's quCirion you grant 70 be averbal C ontroverſte ; 
adthat whatever her words were, ſhe was to be underſtood 10 detrand this 

done, viz. Whether the Roman were not the True, Viſible, Infallible Church 

out of which none can be ſaved + for, herein (you lay) ſhe had ſore the begin- 

ting of the Controverſie deſired jatisfattion : And in this ſubjet the Roman 

Clarch could not be any Church at all, unleſsit were The Church and a Right 


- 


Church, The reaſon is, becauſe $t, Peters ſucceſour, being the Biſhop of Rome, P. 128. n. 2. 


and Head of the whole Church (as you tell us you will prove anon ) that muſt 
needs be the Church 1a? Z.5w if it be any C hurch at all. 4nd becauſe the Church 
tan be but one, if it be a true Church it muſt be the right Church. But all this 
amounts only to a confident aflertion of that which wants evident proof, 
which is, that the notion of a Church relatcs to one as appointed the Head of 
the whole Church, without which it would be no Church at all, Which being 
athing ſo hard to be underſtood, and therefore much harder to be 
proved, we muſt be content to wait your leature till you ſhall think fit to 
prove it. When you thercfore tell us afterwards, That the — 
Church ſuppoſes the acknowledgement of the ſame Vicar of Chriit, and that 
thoſe Droceſes which agree in this acknowledgement as well as in: the ſame 
Faith, and communion of the ſame Sacraments make up one and the ſame Uni- 
terſal Church 5 When you turther add, That the Roman Church is therefore 
filed the Church, becauſe it is the ſeat of the Vicar of Chriſt and chief Paſtor 
the Church Univerſal : 1 can only fay toall theſe contident affirmations, 
that if you had ſat in the chair your {clf, you could not have ſaid more or 
proved leſs. It is not therctore in what ſcnſe words #2ay be taken by you 
(for who queſtions bus you may abule 1ords?)but in what ſenſe they ought 
tobetaken. You may call the Biſhop of Rome the Vicar of Chriſt, but be- 
fore you can expett our ſubmitſion to him, you muſt prove that he is \o; 
jou may call the Roman Church, The Church it you pleaſe, among your 
lelves : but if by that you would perſwade us there can be no Church but 
that, you would do an office of kindneſs to offer a little at ſome _ 
pro0 
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proof of it, 7. e. as much as the cauſe, and your abilities will afford, Ang 
what if the Ancients by a true Church did mean an Orthodox Church: 
I know but one of theſe things will follow from ir, either that they took x 
true Church for one morally and not metaphyſically true; or that if you 
Church be not an Orthodox Church.it can benone at all. From hence yo 
proceed to quarrel with his Lordſhip for ſaying, That way be a true Chun 
which is not a right Church (which is all the thanks he hath for his king. 
neſs to you) 3 for (ſay you) how can you call that a true Church in which my 
are not taught the way to Heaven, but to eternal perdition * Which js 
much as to ask, How you can call that man a #rne a7! that hath a Leprg 
upon him. But if you had conſidered, what his Lordſhip had faid, yu 
would never have made ſuch an objection. For his Lordſhip doth ng 
ſpeak of the ſoundneſ#of a Church, but of the metaphyſical entity of it. Fq 
he ſaith, 7t is true 37 that ſenſe 4s ens and yerum. Being and Truc, are ©. 
vertible one with another and every thing that hath a Being is truly thy 
Being which it is in truth of ſubſtance. But (ſay you),Þow can that be a try 
Church which teacheth the way to eternal perdition by ſome falſe DoGrinein 
matter of Faith 2 becanſe it either teacheth ſomething to be the Word of Gil 
which is not ;, or denies that to be bis Word which is © to crr in this forts 
certainly to commit high and mortal offence againſt the honour and veracity 
God, and conſequently the dire way to eternal perdition. An excellat 
diſcourſe to prove that no man can be ſaved that is not Infallible! for if 
he be not Infallible he may either teach ſomething to be Gods Word whichy 
»0t, or deny that to be his Word that is ; either of which being a mortal ofent 
againſt the honour and veracity of God, it is impoſiible any man that isn 
Infallible ſhould be ſaved : either then we muſt put off that humaniy 
which expoſes us to errour, or pronounce it impoſſible for any men tote 
ſaved, or elſe alert that there may be errour where Gods veracity isnt 
denyed. Anda ifo, then not only men ſeverally but a Secrety of men my 
propound that for truth which 1s not, and yet not mortally offend againl 
Gods veracity ; {uppoſing that Soczety of men doth believe (though tally) 
that this is therefore #rze becauſe revealed by God. In which caſe thi 
Church may be a true Church in one ſenſe, though an erroneous Church n 
another : tre, as there is a poſſibility of ſalvation init ; erroneous, as& 
Iivering that for truth which is not ſo. But here is a great deal of difter- 
ence between a Church acknowledging her ſelf fallible, and that which 
doth not. For ſuppoſe a Church propoſe ſomething erroncows to be be 
lieved, if ſhe doth not arrogate 1fal/ibility to her ſelt in that propoſal, but 
requires men to ſearch 10, pot her doctrine by the Word of God, tie 
danger 1s nothing ſo great tothe perſons in her communion 3 but whena 
Church pretends to be Infallible and teacheth errours, that Church requirny 
thoſe erroxrs to be believed upon her Authority, without particular & 
amination of the Do@rines propoſed, is chargeable with a higher offence 
againſt the hoxour and veracity of God, and doth as much as in her lics(n 
your expreſſion) teach men the way to eternal perdition, And of all fors 
of blind guides it is moſt dangerous following ſuch who pretend to be 
fallible in their blindneſs; and it isa great miracle it ſuch do not fall pal 
recovery, The more therefore you aggravate the danger of errovr, tht 
worſe ſtill you make the condition of your Charch, where men are 
to believe the Church Infallible, when ſhe propoſeth the moſt dangere# 
errours, When you ſay, The whole Church 3s not lyable to theſe inconvent 


encies of ſeducing or being ſeduced, if you mean (as you ſpeak) of o 
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hich.is truly the whole Church of Chriſt, you are to ſeek for an Adverſary 

init; if you mean the Homan Church you are either ſeduced or endeavour 

to ſeduce in laying ſo, when neither that is or can be the whole Church, 

1cither 15 it. free from believing or propoſing errours as will _ af- 
F 


:exwards. You quarrel with his Lordlhip again, for his S1mrz 


tude of a 


mn that may be termed a man and not be honest, and ſay it comes not home 


to the caſe. 


But we muſt ſee, how well you have fitted it. Initead of a man, you 
would have 4 Saint put, and then (you ſay) the Parallel would have held 
wich better. Bur certainly then you mean only ſuch Saints as Rome takes 
upon her tO Cr0nize;tor the Queſtion was of oze that might be a -2a,and 
wt be honeſt, Will you ſay the ſame of your Saint too ? It inſtead of Saint, 
you had put his Hol7efſin, there are-lome in the world would not have 
quarrelled with you for it. But you are an excellent man at — 
caſes: His Lordſhip was ſpeaking of the Metaphyſical Truth of a Churc 
leing conſiſtent with moral corruptions, tor which he inſtanced in a thiefs be- 
ing truly a man, though not an honeſt an 5 now you, to mend the matter, 
make choice of wworal Integrity, being confiftent with Metaphyſical Truth, 
which is of a Saint, and a man. And, Doth not this now come home 
toourcale > That which follows, to thew the incongruity of his Lord- 
{-Similitude would much more thew your wit, if it were capable of to- 
krable ſenſe : For, you ſay, the word Church in our preſent debate,implies 
wt a ſimple or uncompounded term, as that of man, but is a compound of ſub- 
fnce and accidents together, We had thought, Man had been a com- 
jound of ſubſtance and accidents, as well as a Church : Or, Did you mean 
lome tranſubſtantiated man, that had accidents without ſubſtance © But as 
his Lordſh3p tpake of a trze real an, who yet might want moral Integri- 
h; ſohe ſuppoſed there might be a true real Church, as to the eſſential 
parts of it, which yet might be in other reſpects a corrupted and. defiled 
Church, But when you add, That the notion of a Church implies Integrity 
md PerfeFion of Conditions, {till you betray your weak or wiltul miſtakes 
of a Church morally for Metaphyſically true. It you will prove it impoſlible 
for a Church to retain its Being, that hath any errours in Do@rine, or cor- 
mptions in Pratice, you will do ſomething to the purpoſe : but when you 
havedone it, ſee what you get by itz for then we ſhall. not ſo much as 
knowledge your Church to be Metaphyſically a true Church, Tf his Lord- 
ſyptherefore be ſo charitable, as toſay, That becauſe your Church receives 
the Scripture as a Rule of Faith : (though but as a partial and imperfe& Rule ) 
«nd both the Sacraments as Inſtrumental cauſes and ſeals of Grace (though 
they add more, and miſuſe theſe) it cannot but be a true Church in eſſence : 
And you, on the other fide, fay, If it doth. miſuſe the Sacraments, and make 
the Scripture a imperfect Rule of Faith, it would be unchurched; Let the 
header judge, whether his Lordſhips charity for, or your own Teſtimony 
wainſt your Church, be built on better grounds. What follows concern- 
ng the Hoſy Catholick Church in the Apoſtles Creed, the entire Catholick Faith 
ivthe Athanaſian Creed, the Churches being the Spouſe of Chriſt, and a pure 
Virgin, are all things as trze in themſelves, as your Church is little concern- 


«in them, The traly Catholick Church being quite another thi 


hing from 


that which gocs under the name of the Komrar Cathoiick Church ; and this 
latter may proſtitute her (cf to erroxr, while the other remains a pure Vir- 
wm; and it 1s only your ſaving, That yours only is the CatholickChurch, 
Vhich is in effect to lay, That Chriſt hath a Havlot to his Spouſe, as you 


heak, 


To 


S. 5. 


P. 139. 1, 3+ 


—— 


296 


©  — — OI I I EE es 


Ps. 6. 
P.1 29 Ne 


P.130 nk4$- 


P.130. n.5. 


Part mi 


—— 


The Roman Church 
To omit that which you call, 4 farther shirmiſhing about the form o 
words, and whether it javoured more of prudence, and charity, or (lining jy 


the Feſuite, to. inſtruct the Lady what Qneſtions ſhe ſhould ask, we come to 
that which 1s the main ſubject of this chapter, viz. Whether the Church be 


ſtiled Catholick by its agreeing with Rome, which (you ſay) was 4 ».. 


ceived aud known Truth in the Ancient Church, but is fo far from bein in 
the leaſt true, that his Lor#fhip delervedly calls it, A perfect Jeſuitifn 
For (faith he) in all the Primitive times of the Church, a Man, or a Famil, 
or a National Church were accounted right and orthodox, as they agreed with 
the Catholick, Church, but the Catholick was never then meaſured or Judged 
by Man,Family, or Nation. But now inthe Jeſuits new School, the One, Hoh 
Catholick Church, _ be meaſured by that which is in the Dioceſe or City f 
Rome, or of them w bich agreed with it :, axd not Rome by the Catholick, 8, 
upon the matter, belike the Chriſtian Faith was committed 10 the cuſtody of 
the Roman, not of the Catholick Church, and a man cannot agree with th, 
Catholick Chnrch of Chriſt (in this new doctrine of A. C.) unleſs he age 
with the Church of Rome ;, but if he agree with that, all is ſafe, and hes 


orthodox, as be need be, To which you ſeem to anfwer at firſt by ons 


ſlight tergiverſations, 45,#hongh this did not follow from A. C's words, nf 
that the Lady did not trouble her ſelf with ſuch punctilio's 9s thoſe of the agre. 
ment of the Catholick Church with Rome, or Romes agrecing with the Cathy. 
lick Church, but at laſt you take heart, and affirm {toutly, That the Chirh 
is ſtiled Catholick from its agreement with Rome, and that this is no} 


ſuitiſr, but a received and known Truth in the Ancient Church, In theſs 


terms then I fix my ſelf, and this preſent diſpute ; as containing the proper 
ſtate of the Controverſie concerning the Catholick Church, And if you &©n 
make it appear that the Church is ſtiled Catholick by agrecing with Rone, 
and that this was a received Truth in the Ancient Church, then you may yer 
plauſibly charge us with Schzſm in our ſeparation from Home: bar 7 

the contrary be made evident, by your own pretence we are freed fron 

that charge. 

Now in the handling this Controverſie, you firſt explain your terns, 
and then produce your Teſtimonies. In the explication of your terns, 
youtell us, The word Catholick may be uſed in three different Acception, 
Viz. either formally, cauſally, or by way of participation. Formally, the Uni 
verſal Church, 1.e. the ſociety of all true particular Churches, united togethn 
in one body, in one Communion, under one Head, is called Catholick. Ca 
ſally the Church of Rome 3s ſtiled Catholick, becanſe it hath an influence ai 
force to cauſe Univerſality in the whole body of the Church Catholick.; towhith 
two things are neceſſary, Multitude and Unity, The Roman Church there 
fore, which 4s a Center of Eccleſiaſtical Communion, infuſes this Unity whic 
is the form of Univerſality, into the Catholick Church, and thereby cauſes in 
her Univerſality, may be called Catholick cauſally, though ſhe be but a pt 
ticular Church. As he that commands a whole Army is Stiled Generd, 
though he be but a particular perſon. Thirdly, every particular orthoaes 
Church is termed Catholick participative, by way of participation, beca: 
they agree in, and participate of the Dottrine and Communion of the Cath 
lick Church, For which (you bring) the rnſtance of the Church of Smyrna 
writing to the Catholick, Church of Philomilion, &c. Thas we ſee (lay you) 
both kow properly the Roman Church js called Catholick, and how the C 
tholickChurch it ſelf takes cauſally the denomination of Univerſal or Catts 


lick from the Roman, conſidered as the chief particular Church, infuſng 
| Unity 
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Unity to all the reſt, as having dependence of her, and relation to her. Thus 
Thaverecited your words, that we may fully underſtand your meaning; 
the ſubſtance of which is couched in your laſt words, That the reaſon why 
any Church was accounted Catholick, was from its Union with the Church o 
Rome. Bur if it appear that this ſenſe of the Catholick Church is wholly 
aſtranger to Antiquity, That the Catholick Church was ſo call'd upon farr 
different accounts than thoſe mentioned by you, If the Church of Rome 
had no other relation to the Catholick Church but as a member of it as 
other Churches were, then all this diſcourſe of yours comes to nothing, and 
thatis it which I now undertake toprove. Now the Unity of the Catho- 
lickchurch lying in two things, the DoFrine and the Government of it, if 
inneither of theſe, it had any dependence of the Church of Rome, then cer- 
tainly it could not be call'd Catholick cauſally from the Church of Rome. 
Firſt, the Church was called Catholick from the Univerſal ſpread of its 
Dorine.and the agreement of all particular Churches init. So Irenews de- 
rives the Unity of the Church ſpread abroad over the world from the 
Unity of that Faith which was Univerſally received, and from thence 
ith, That the Church js but as one houſe, and having one ſoul and heart, and 


S. 7; 


aks as with one mouth, Nothing can be more plain 
then that Irenexs makes the conſent in DoGrine to be 
the ground of Unity in the Catholick Church. And 
that he did not ſuppole this conſent to ariſe from the 
Church of Rome appcars from what he ſaith betore, 
That this Faith was received in the Church ſo wniverſally 
ſpread from the Apoſtles and their Diſciples. Which 
muſt be underſtood of that univerſal difluſion of it 
by the f/# Preachers of it in the world, the continu- 
ance of which Do@rine was the ground of the Unity 
inthe Catholick, Church. To the ſame purpoſe Ter- 


Hance predicationem cum acceperits & hane 
fidem quem1dmedum prediximus Eccleſsay 
& qui dem in univerſum mundum diſſemna-= 
ta, diligenter cuſtodity, quaſi unam domuns 14= 
hbahitans, > fimnliter Credit tis, widelicet 
queſt unam aaiman Wabens, + nnum cor, ep 
co:ſonznitr bes predicat & docet & tradit 
quaſi uaum poſſidens 0s, Irenzus adverf, 
herel. 1.x. C3, | 

Ece!lcfpa enim per unizerſum orhem nſq, ad 
fines terre diſſeminata, & ab Apoſtolis & A 
Sſagalh corum accepit eam fidem , &c. 

1. C2. 


tulian gives an account of the Churches Unity, by the adhering to that Do- 
Orine which was firſt preached by the Apoſtles, who having firſt delivered it in 


Judea and planted Churches there, went abroad and 
declared the ſame to other Nations and ſetled Churches 
in Cities, from whence other Churches have the ſame 
DoFrine propagated to them, which are therefore call d 
Apoſtolical Churches, as the off-ſpring of thoſe which were 
founded by them. Therefore ſo many and ſo great 
Churches, arc all that one prime Apoſtolical Church 
from whence all others come. And thus they are all 
prime and Apeſtolical in regard of their Unity, as long 
« there is that communication of that title of Brether- 
boed and common mark, of peace. and hoſpitality. 
Wherein we ſee that which made Churches in Ter- 
tulzans ſenſe Apoſtolical, is the embracing and continu- 
ing in that Do@rine which was firſt delivered by the 
Apoſtles ;, and thus Churches though remote from the 


Statim igit us Apoſto!i I» fer Jude 
am conteſt 4 fide in Jeſum (hriſtiun & Ec 
sleſis iaſtitutis ; dehine in orhem profetti, 
eandem dofirinum cuſdem fides Nationibus 
prom«/gaverunt, & proinde Ecclefies apud 
unamquamy, cruitatem condtdernn!, @ quibas 
tradncem fader &f ſemas dottiine, cetere 
exiale Eccleſie mutuate ſunt, & quotidic 
mia uaitur ut Eccleſte fiant : as per hoc & 
ipſe Apoſtolice deput tur, ut [obolcs Apo 
ſtolicarum Eccleſttrnm. Omae genns ad ori= 
gin-m ſuam receaſcatur, xectſſe eſt, Itaq; tot 
ac tate eccleſie, una eb ilhi ab Apoſtolis 
prima, Cx qua omnes, Sic omnes prime & 
Apoſtolice, dum uni omacs prob int unita- 
tem + dum Ct ills commiunica'io pacis, & 
aypellatis fraternutatus, &# conteſſe; atio ho= 
ſpitaitatu, Terrul, de preſcripr, hxceric. 
cap. 20, 


#pſtolical times may have the denomination of Apoſtolical from their con- 
ent in Dorize with thoſe which were founded by them. Burt here is 
not the jeaſt intimatiun of ary centre of Eccleſraftical communion jntuting 
wity into the Catholick Church, tor this writy ariſeth from that DoGFrine 
Which was declared in and propagated by all the Apoſtolical Churches. So 
lixewiſe Theodoret ſpeaks, That there is one Church throughout the world, 
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and therefore we pray, for the Holy, One, Catholick,,and Apoſtolick Church, ex. 
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tended from one end of the earth to the other. Which 
(faith he) # divided by Cities,and Towns,and Villages, 


fo that there are infinite and innumerable Churches i, 


the Iſlands and Continent, but all theſe arc reduced; 
one being united in the agreement of the ſame true dy. 
Frine.” So Conſtantine in his Epiſtle to the Biſh 

who were abſent from the Council of Nice, ſaith, th 
our Saviour would have one Catholick Church, w 

members though diſperſed in many ſeveral places, yet gy 
nouriſhed by the ſame Spirit which is the Will of Ga 
In all which and many other places which mighthe 
produced to the ſame purpoſe, we ſee a quite Nie 
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to King ames 
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ent account given of the xxity of the Catbolick Church, from that which 
you mention as the cauſe of it ; we find the Church call'd Catholick inre. 
gard of its large extent in the world (as is apparent beſides theſe teſting. 
nies, from the Controverſies between St. Auſtin and the Dozatiſts) and 
the anity of that Catholick Church not placed in the leaſt reſpect tothe 
Church of Rome, but in the conſent in the Apoſtolical DoFrine in all tha 
Churches which concurred as members to make up this Catholick Chr, 
So that the formal reaſon of any particular Churches having the deromin. 
tion of Catholick , muſt come not from any communion with the Churchi 
Rome; but from the owning the Catholick and Apoſtolick Faith, and joy- 
ing in communion with thole Churches which did own and acknowledk 
And therefore we find that the /y-2bot of communion in the ancient cox- 
#mnicatory letters never lay in the acknowledgement of Chrifts Vicarm 
earth, or communion with the Church of Rome, but in ſuch things which 
were common to all Apoſtolical Churches, And therefore the Church ef 
Rome could not be then accounted the center of Eccleftaſtical communion s 
you ſpeak, after Cardinal Perron, from whom you have Verbatim tra 
(cribed all your former diſcowſc. This being therefore the utmoſt which 
that great witt of your Church was able to plead in behalf of its being the 
Catholick Church, it deſerves to be further conſidered. 

We come therefore to that kind of #»ity in the Catholick Church which 
depends on the Government of it 5 and this 1s that, which is pretended 
the ground of the Roman Churches being the Catholick Church; becail 
though (as Cardinal Perron ſays) ſhe be in her own Being particular, yet ſt 
may be call d Catholick cauſally as the center and beginning of Eccleſiaſtical 
communion, infuſing unity which zs the form of univerſality into the Catholik 
Church, This therefore muſt be more narrowly ſearched into, to {eeif 
this were a known and received truth in the ancient Church. Which is 
tar from it, that we find no ſuch cavſel influence from the Church of Rome 
then owned or allerted, but that the Catholick Church was a whole confilt 
ing of homogeneal parts, without any ſuch ſubordination or dependence, i 
the contrary ſuppoſition implies. This is, by none more fully aſlerted, 
thanby ſuch who have with the greatcit-zcal and induſtry ſtood up fir 
the w:ity of the Catholick Church, The firſt of whom is St. Cyprian; 0 
whole time 'and writings there are very remarkable caſes occurring to 
clear, upon what terms the #xity of the Catholick Church did then ſtand, 
The firſt I begin with, is the caſe which aroſe in the Church about the 
Schiſzz of Novatianus, which will give us the fuller diſcovery of the 
grounds of ity in the Caiholick Church, becaule the firſt rite wy 
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Schiſm was in Rome it ſelf. For Novat#s coming to Rome in a diſcontent 
fom Africa, falls in with Novatianus (which two names the Greek writers 
of the Church commonly confound) who being likewiſe under diſcontent 


v. Rigalt, aa 
Cypr. ep. 49. 
Petav, ad 


at the election of Cornelizs to be Biſhop of Rome, was ready to joyn with, *?ioba«hereſ. 


the other in fomenting a Schiſmr, For which, they made this their pre- 


#.226. 
Valeſ. ad Sits 


text, That Cornelizs had admitted ſuch to communion who had lapſed in /e.4.6.c.433 


the perſecution of Deerus which tended to the overthrow of the Churches 


44. 
Albafhin. & * 


purity ? upon this, Novatianws gets himſelf ordained, by three Biſhops, paldun, in 
Fiſbop of Komre in oppoſition to Cornelivs : the fame of which Schiſwz be- 922: 


ing ſpread abroad,there was great making of parties on both ſides. Cypriare 
and the Churches of Africa atter tull inquiry 1nto it declare for Corneliys, 
ſo did Dionyſizs of Alexandria and the Churches there ; but Fabizs of An- 
tioch with the Churches of Pontus and Cilicialuſpend, and rather encline to 
Nmatianus, tor lome time 3 till they were after, more fully ſatisfied by 
Dionyſies of Alexandria, Now here is a caſe wherein the grounds of wnity 
nthe Catholick, Church may be calily diſcerned, which it is plain from the 
proceedings in it, were (as in all ſuch emergent caſes) what ſhould be 
determined and agreed on, by the conſent of the Cathelick Church : 3, e, of 
thoſe Churches which all contented in the ſame Catholick Faith, and there- 
fore made up ore Catholick Church, Now if the Church of Rome had been 
the center of Eccleſtaſt ical communion, and had infuſed Catholick unity into 
the Church at this time, what way or poſlibility had there been for re- 
ſtoring the Chrrches unity 2 Neither was the appeal made to forraig#t 
Clmrches meerly becauſe Kome it felt was divided, and lo the Controveulic 
could not be ended there, but it appears from the whole ſtory of the 
proceedings, that this was looked on as the proper means for preſerving 
the mity of the Catholick Church, at that time 5 when the Faith and com- 
munion of the Apoſtolical Churches were ſo fully known and diſtinguiſhed 
from all others. Theſe things will more fully appear from St. Cyprians 
Epiſtle to Antonianns upon the occaſion of this Schiſur. Who it ſeems at 
firſt adhered to Cormelins and with him to the Catholick Church, (not as 
though his joyning with Cornelius was the cavſe of his being with the Ca- 
tholickChurch, but becaule in joyning with him, he joyned with the Catho- 
lick Church which declared for him);but it ſeems afterwards by ſome Let- 
ters of Novatianus he began to (tagger, and delires Cyprian to give him an 
account what Herefie Novatianus broached, and what the realon was why 
Cornelius communicated with the lapſed perſons. As to which particulars 
he endeavours to ſatisfie him, and withall to give an account why the 

jyned with Cornelius in oppolition to Novatianns, and what the rradtile 
of the Charch was, as to lapled perſons, and on what reaſons it was built : 


Cyprian. ep.g x; 
ed, Kigall, 


wherein he tells him, That though ſome of their own Biſhops had formerly 


denyed communion to lapſed perſons, yet they did not recede from the 
Unity of the Catholick Church, or communion of their Fellowſhips, becauſe 
by them they were admitted. For, ſaith he, the bond 


of concord remaining, and the communion of the Caths- Manente concordie vinculs, & ptrſeverinte 
lickChurch continuing egery Biſhop orders and diſpo- Catholice ecclefie individuo ſacramento, aftii 
{ th hz y ' ſunm dif ont ac dirigit unuſquſq; epiſco- 
a0 bis own actions as one that muſt give an account of \,,.,, tionem propeſati [3 Domino reddrtururs 
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bis deſign to God. Doth St. Cyprian here ſpeak like Cyprian. ep. 52, 

one that believed the Church of Rome to be the center 

of Eccleſraſtical communion 2 or, that the unity of the Church lay in acknow- 

kedging the Pope to be Chriſts Vicar, or in dependence 0n the Church of Rome? 

When every Biſhop is left to himſelf and God,in all ſuch things which he = 
Qq 2 0 
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d ea... 
do, and yet hold communion with the Cathelick Church? And therefore 
afterwards he tells us, That there is ore Churchdividet Þ t 

ex ft a Chrifs ans peeleſer pr totwm into many members throughout the world, and one Fei þ 

CS ways =— copal office ſpread abroad, by the conſent ing rultitude of t 

14-41 298825! ate Zifſuſms, Id ib p.8 1, zany Biſhops. TE this Church be one in this ſenſe, and . 

the whole Government of the Church but as y. ſW 
Bifhoprick , as all the Biſhops unanimouſly conſent in the managerrent of x 
It ; then here is not the leaſt foundation tor the Catholickh Churches taking 
its denomination cauſally from the Roman Church, and much lets for the W # 
Biſhops having dependence on her,or relation ro her. Since the care and b 
governinent of the Church by thele words of Cyprian appears to be equal. 
ty committed to all the Biſhops of the Catholick Church. And trom then MW « 
it was.that in this Epiſtle we read that St.Cyprian writ to the Church ( t 
Rome after the death of Fabianns,to adviſe them what to do in thecak I/ 
Lipfed perſons, which letters of his were ſent through the world ; which, MW # 
Rigaltius ty, did ariſe from that wnity e 

Pt aqz ex wxitatis Eccleſiaftice diſciolini, Cz= Feecleſraſtical diſcipline, whereby Cyprian, not doubti s 

Cn —_—__ but the care of all Churches was upon him, diſdatchs 

dedifſe Ineras ait ad clerum. Eas verdlite as theſe letters to the Clergyat Rome; from whence they th 

a Oo 6 oo Eepire were ſent through the Catholick Church, as an evidey E 

copatts * atq. hujuſmo1t Epiſcopatiis a fen- that there was but one Epiſcopal off:ce in the whole Js 

__ ſcopu in ſolidum pa.s 1enchater. Church, part of which was committed in full powerty " 

igait, 6ofcry, ad Cypr. p 64+ - we Ajfferant : | 
every Biſhop. Thus we ce a quite ditterent accoun ti 
given of the unity ofthe Catholick Church than what you from Cardnd WM t 
Perron would perſwade us of. Tt being an ealie matter tor men of wit WW »: 
and parts (eſpecially ſuch as that great Cardmal was maſter of ) to com 
diſtintions to make the moſt abſurd things ſeem planſible ; but yet when 
they come to be examined, they arc found to have no other bottor ht 

' the invention of that perſon who coined them. 

F. 9. And that it isſo as to this diſtinction of the formal, cauſal, and pr- 
ticipative Catholick Church, will be further evider:t from another ak 
which happened in St. Cypriars time, which was this. Felzciſſemus ad 
Forturats being caſt out of communion by a Syned of Aſrican Biſhq, 
when they ſaw they could do little good in Africa, run over to Rom, 
and bring letters to Corwelius the Biſhop there , miſrepreſenting the 
whole buſineſs of their being ejected out of the Church, on purpole to 
perſwade Cornelius to admit them into communion. Who at fir{t be 
ing unwilling to hearken to them, was at laſt by their threats and menacs 
brought to receive their letters. Upon which St. Cypriaz writes at 
Epiſtle to Cornelius, wherein he tells him, That if the threats of fu I fu 
profiigate perſons ſhould relax the Churches dilcipline, all the power and i fn 


ſtrength of it would be ſoon taken away 3 that the ground of all $chjjs WW Po 
and Hereſie ariſes from dſobedience to the Biſhop. Certainly he doth na iſ © 
mean the Biſhop of Rome, but every Biſhop in the Catholick Church (fort i % 
was not Cornelius but Cyprian and the African Biſhops who were di iſ © 
obeyed) upon which he talls upon the mattergot their appeal toa fo- © 
raign Church, and after ſome fair commendations of the Church of Rom Ii & 
(the meaning of which will be afterwards examined) he very ſharpy | 9 
condemns theſe appeals to forraign Churches as unreaſonable, unju/z, and I M 
diſhononrable to thole Biſhops, whole ſentence they appealed from. Fo, the 
What cauſe (faith he) coxld theſe perſons have of coming and declaring againſ - 


their Biſhops £ For either they are pleaſed in what they have done, and «tr 
tink 
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they know whither to return, For ſince it is decreed 
by #s all, and it 3s a thing juſt and reaſonable in it ſelf, 
that every ones cauſe be heard where the fault was com- 
witted, and every Paſtour hath a part of the flock com- 
witted to him, which he is to rule and govern as being to 
give an account of it toGod, it is requiſite that thoſe 
whom we rule over, ought not to run about, and break, 
the concord of Biſhops by thear headdineſs and ſubtilty ; 
lat there to defend their cauſe, where they may have ac- 
mſers and witneſſes of their faults, Unleſs it be,that to 
few deſperate and profligate perſons the authority of the 
zibops of Africa ſeems leſs to them, who have already 
te in judgeraent upon them, and ſolemnly condemned 
them lately for their crimes, Can any thing be more 
expreſs and punCtual then this teſtimony of Cypriare 
s, to overthrow that ſenſe of the Catholick Church 
which you contend for ? How farr were Cyprian and 
the African Biſhops from making Rome the center of 


not the Catholick ( burch, 


me in their wickedaeſs ;, or if they are diſpleaſed at it and recede from it, 


-— _ —— 
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Due inten cauſa veniend: of pſeudo tyiſcs- 
porum collra Epi[copos fatlum nunciands ? 
Aut enim placet allts quod ſecerunt, & ia ſud 
ſcelere pe-ſeverant: aut, ft difÞ icet @ rece= 
dat, ſclunt quo revertantur. Nam cim ſtt- 
lutum ſu: omnb'u nobls, & equum ſit pariter 
ac juftum, ut uninſcujuſy, cauſa lic 16dias 
tar, ubs eft crimen adnuſſum, & (ingulis 
paforibus portio gregis fit adſcripta, quan 
regat wunuſquiſq; & gubernet, Yationem 
ſin attis Deming redditurus : eporiet Wigs 
£05 quabus preſamus non Circumcurſares nec 
Epiſcoporium concordiam coherentem ſug 
ſubdola & falkici temeritate collidere, ſed 
agere ills cauſam ſuam, nhi &> accuſatores 
habere &+ teſtes ſui criminis poſſint : niſs i 
paucis defperatis &- perditis minor videtur 
eſſe auttornas Epiſcoporum in Aﬀricd coaſt ia 
Futorum, qui jam de illis judicavtrunt, op 
corum conſcientiam mulls deliftorum laqueu 
vinttam judicu ſui naper gravitate damnd« 
runt, Cyprian ep, 55. p. 95» 


Eelepaſtical communion , when they looked on appeals thither as very un- 
juſt and unreaſonable ? W hat acknowledgement and dependence was there 
mthe Church of Rome in thoſe who looked on themlelves as having a por- 
tiomof Chriſt s flock committed to them, of which they were to give an account « 
to God alone £ And I pray what exccllent perſons were thoſe who under- 
valued the Authority of the African Biſhops, and ran to Rome? St. Cyprian 
tells us, they were pauci,deſberati, perditz, and tran{late theſe with as much 
advantage to your eaxſe as you can. S0 fatal hath it been to Komre even 
from its firſt foundation to be a receptacle for ſuch perſons. And is not 
this agreat credit to your caule that ſuch perſors who were ejeted out 
of communion for their crimes at home, did make their reſort to Rowe? 
and the more pious and ſtout any Biſhops were, the more they defended 
their own priviledges in oppolition to the encroachments of the Roman See, 
Which was apt to take advantage from ſuch Rexegado's as thele were, by 
degrees to get more power into her hands, and lift up her head above her 
follw-Churehes. But, leſt you ſhould think that St. Cypriaz only ſpake 
theſe things in an heat, out of his oppoſition to theſe perſons and his deſire 
tocruſh them, you ſhall ſee what his __ was concerning the ſame 


things when he purpoſcly diſcourſeth 0 


them. For in his Book of the 


Unity of the Church, he uſeth that expreſſion which deſtroyes all your p, axe 
ſubordinate union in the Church 5 which is, Epiſcopatus unus eſt, cujus & Eicleſ. p08, 
fmenlis in ſolidum pars tenetur. They who conſider and underſtand the im- 

portance of that ſpeech, will find nothing more deſtructive to your do- 


tine of the Catholick Charch then that is. 


For when he makes the Vni- 


verſal Government of the Church to be but one Epiſcopal office, and that 
committed in the ſeveral parts of it with ful/ power to particular Biſhops, 
canany be fo ſenſelels to ynagine that he ſhould ever think the Government 
ofthe Church in General to depend on any one particular Church as chief 
over the reſt > And that the former words do really import tuch a ful 
power in particular Biſhops, over that part of the flock which is committed to 
them, appears from the true importance of the phraſe i» ſolidux ;, a phraſe 
taken out of the Civi/ Law where great difference is made between an 
obligation #2 partem and i# ſo/idurr, and ſo groportionable between a 


tenure 
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tenure i» partem and in ſolidum © thole things were held in folidu which 
were held i» fl right and power without payments and acknowledgeneyy, 
But where the »/us-ſru@us belonged to another, it was not held in ſolidyy, 
So that when St. Cyprian ſaith, that every part bAonging to each Biſhop was 
held inſolidum, he therein imports that full right and power which eye 
Biſhop hath over his charge + and 1n this ſpeech he compares the Gopeyy. 
ment of the Church to an eſtate held by ſeveral Freeholders, in which every 
one hath a full right tothat ſhare which belongs to him. Whereag ac. 
cording to your principles the Government of the Church is like a 1anny 
or Lordſhip, in which the ſeveral izhabitants hold at the beſt but by Copy 
from the Lord; and you would fain have it at the will of your Lord toy, 
But thus farr we ſee St. Cyprian was from your modern noticn of the 
Catholick Church, that he looks on the Unity of it as depending on the cop. 
ſent of the Catholick Biſhops and Churches under their full power, and ng 
deriving that Onity from any particular Church as the head and fountain of 
it. And therefore in the former Schiſzz at Roxre about Cornelins and 
Novatianus, St. Cyprian imployed two of his col/eagues thither,Caldoniyy 
and Fortunatus,that not only by the Letters they carried, but by their pre. 
ſence and Conſe! they ſhould do their utmoſt endez. 
vour to bring the members of that divided body to tle 
unity of the Catholick Church. Which is certainly a 
very different thing from the Catholick Churche's deriving its Unity fron 
the particular Church of Rome. Many other inſtances of a like nature 
might be produced out of the Reports of St. Cyprians times, but thele are 
ſufhcient to evidence how far the Uzity of the Catholick Church was then, 
from depending on the Church of Rome. 

But, leſt we ſhould ſeem to inſiſt only on St. Cyprians teſtimony, it were 
caſie to multiply examples in this kind ; which I ſhall but touch at ſome 
of, and proceed. If the Church of Rowe then had been looked on asthe 
center of Eccleſtaſtical communion, is 1t poſlible to conceive, that the ex: 

communications of the Church of Rome ſhould be 


Euſebius hiftor. Eccleſraſtte. lib. F. cap. 24. {lighted AS they were by Polycrates, for Which 


Hieronym, ae [criptor, ecc/tſiaſt. To. 1. 


St. Hierome commends him, as a man of courage? 
that, Stephen ſhould be oppoſed as he was by Cyprian and Firmilianin 
a way fo reflecting on the Authority of the Roman Church 2 that appeal 
to Rome ſhould be fo ſeverely prohibited by the African Biſhops £ that 
cauſes ſhould be determined by ſo many Canons to be heard in thei 
proper Dioceſes ? that, when the right of appeals was challenged by the 
Biſhops of Rome, it was wholly upon the account of the imaginary Nice 
Canons © that,when Jalins undertook by his ſole power to abſolve Athans 


Socrat. 1.2 65+ ſins, the Oriental Biſhops oppoled it as irregular on that account, at th 


Sozom.l.3...5 


Socratele2 Cl 


* Conncil at Antioch that, when afterwards, Paulus, Marcel/us, and Lucw 


repaired to Kowre to Julius, and he ſeeks to reſtore them, the Eaſtern: 
ſhops wonder at his offering to reſtore them who were excommunicated 
by themſelves ? and that as when Novatus was excommunicated at Kome 

they oppoſed it not, ſo neither ought he to oppole their proceeding 

againſt theſe perſons. What account can be given of theſe pailages, ifthe 

Unity of the Catholick Church had depended on the particular Church i 

Rome? Beſides, while the Church of Rome continucd regular, we find te 

looked on her {elf as much obliged to obſerve the excommunications mad 

by other Churches, as others were to obſcrve hers. As in the caſe of Mar 

cion, Who being excommunicated by his Father the Biſhop of $irepe 

; Pont, 
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Tt, and by no means prevailing with his Father for his admiſſion into 
the Church again 3 reſorts to Rowe and with great earneſtneſs begs ad- 
aſion there, where he received this anſwer 5 That 


they could not do it without the command of his F ater, 'O» Judu3e eld & mais 5 nate 
for there is one Faith and one conſent, aud we cannot **S* wi maihous * p72 58 ban th aIgneS 
untradict our worthy brother , your Father. This Tigas wich. dud prove, Fern adive: 


Td 15Ap Tue) upy 0, wary} 


hews the Unity of the Catholick Church to proceed phanius. hzreſ. 43. ſeR, 1, 
pens grounds than the canal influence of the 
c 


þ of Rome, when the conſent of the Church did oblige the Church of 


Kozre, not to repeal the excommunication of a particular Biſhop. U 
which ground it was, that Syneſs proceeded fo high inthe /etters = 
communication _ Andronicus ; that he forbids all the Churches upox 
urth to receive him into their communion. And 


vithall adds, That if any ſhould contemn his Church * 5 n; 6: wngmainio Snawfenien 


keaſe it was of 4 little City, and ſhould receive thoſe 7_:2nc\ov, Þ NE) 68 Smunpirles 
rc 
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vlo were condemned by it, as though it were not neceſ- 


ics 
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agto obey ſo poor a Church ; he lets them know that (ins). Synel. eyiſt. 58.p.,203. cd. Perav, 


they wake « Schiſm in that Church which Chriſt would 

hae to be one. We ſee here, on what equal terms the communion of 
the Catholick, Church then ſtood : when fo ſmall a Church as that of Ptole- 
as could fo tarr oblige by her a&t the Catholick Church that they ſhould 
te guilty of Sch3/zz who admitted them to communion whom ſhe had 
aſt out of it. If Symeſrus had believed the Church of Rome to have been 
thecenter of Eccleſraſtical communion, had it not been good manners, na 
= him to have asked firſt the pleaſure of the Church of Rome in this 

e, before he had paſled ſo full and definitive a ſentence as this was ? 
But the wiſe and great men of thoſe ages were utterly ſtrangers to theſe 
nrediſtinCtions of a caſal, formal, and participative Catholick Church. It is 
teindeed they did then ſpeak honourably of the Church of Rome in their 
we as a principal »zember of the Catholick, Church, and having advantages 
above other Churches by its being fixed in the ſeat of the Empire, on which 
count her communion was much deſired by other perſons. But ſtill 
ve find the perſons moſt apt to extoll her Authority were ſuch - as were 
noſt oboxious, who not being able to hold any reputation in their own 
Churches, where their crimes and ſcandals were ſufficiently known, ran 
weſently to Rome, which was ready {till to take their part, thereby to 
lahance her power : as is moſt evident in the many diſputes which ariſe 
apon ſuch accounts between the Komar and African Biſhops. But theſe 
things we ſhall have occaſion to diſcuſs more particularly afterwards. At 
the preſent it may be ſuthcient by thele few (of very many examples 
vhich might be produced) to have made it appear, that it was farr froz: 
ring 3 known and received truth in the ancient Church, that the Church 
home was the center of Eccleſiaſtical communion, or that the Church was call d 
Cutholick from the union with her and dependence upon her. 

But we muſt now conſider what ſtrenuous proofs you produce for fo 
wnlident an affirmation : your inſtances therefore being the moſt preg- 
wantto your purpoſe which you could find in A»tiquity muſt be particu- 
arly examined :| your firſt is of St. Ambroſe, relating that his brother Sa- 
tyrus going oz ſhore in @ certain City of Sardinia (where he deſired to be 


$, tt 


P. 131, 


baptized) dexranded of the Biſhop of that City whether he conſented with the Aduecavit ad 
Ctolick, Biſbops, that is (faith he) with the Roman Church, Theſe words /* Beyocpamy 


loc 


I, percontie 


ug; eft, utrinnan cum Epiſcopis (atholicis, hoc eft, cum Romand Eccleſia convenirer, D, Ambrod, orar, in obit, frars 


I gragt 
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7 he Roman C hurch 


I grant to bein St. Ambroſe, but whoſoever throughly conſiders them wi 


—Cﬀ_ 


find how little they make for your purpoſe. For which it will be ſwfkc, 
ent to look on the following words, which tell us, that at that time thee 


wasa Schiſm in the Church, and Sardinia was the chief ſeat of it, 


rs arte > ad id Locorum in Schiſmate regi= 
Ef Ulins eccleſia erat. Luciſer enim ſe a no- 
tra tanc temporis Communtone drviſerat, & 
quanquam pro fide exulaſſet, & pdei ſue 
reliquiſſet heredes, 30x putavit tamen fidem 
eſſe :n Schiſmate. Id. ib, +06 
Nec ob Sardorum tantum maſirucam DetFilt- 
xn deſcendiſſe. Hieronym. c. Lucifer. inir, 
Maſtruca veſtis Barbarice genus, quam Sare 
diſud lingud Naftrucam appetlant : fignifi- 
eans multos adhuc ſupereſſe bonos Chriſt14- 
nos, etiamſs nulti eſſent in Sardinia, mt qua 
ſolk ille Criſt; eceleſsam eſſe volebar, Eraſ- 
mus in Scholiis. 


F 
Lucifer Caralitanus had newly ſeparated himG 


from the Church, and had Jett Societies there which 
joyned in his Schiſpe. For Caralis was the Metro- 
polis of Sardinia, and it appears by St. Hierome, tha 
the Luciferians confined the Church only to Sardini; 
which is the cauſe of that expreſſion of his; 7hy 
Chriſt did not come meerly for the ſake of the $ardin. 
ans, $0 that thoſe Luciferians were much like th 
Donatiſts, confining the Church only to their oyy 
number. Now there being ſuch a Schiſzr at thy 
time in Sardinia, what did Satyrus any more they 
enquire whether the Biſhop of the place he reſorted 


to was guilty of this Schiſmz or no ? But (lay you) he made that the try 
whether he was a Catholick or no, by asking whether he agreed with the Chg 


of Rome. 


particular inſtancing in the Church of Rome. 


To which I anſwer. that there was very great reaſon for hi 


1. Becauſe Salyrus wa 


originally of the Church of Rome himlelf; for Panlinus mn the lite of $, 4n. 
broſe ($atyrus his brother) ſpeaking of him after his conſecration to he 
Biſhop, ſay's, Ad urbem Roman hoc eſt ad natale ſolum perrexit, He went 
Rome, i.e. to the place of his birth ; now Satyrus being originally a 8 
man, what wonder is it that he ſhould particularly enquire of the Rona 
Church £ As ſuppoſe one of the Gal/ican Church of Arles or Vienna ſhoull 
have been caſt upon ſhore in another 1/and belonging to France at the 
ſame time, and underſtanding there was a 8ch1iſ-7 in the place, ſhould 
particularly enquire whether they agreed with the Catholick. Biſhops, i.e 
with the Church of Arles or Vienna, Could you hence inferr that either 
theſe were the center of Eccleſeaſtical communion, and it not freni hence, 
how can you from the other ? Or ſuppoſe, in the time of the Donatif 
Schiſn in Africk , a ſtranger coming accidentally thither and deſiringcon- 
munion with the Chriſt;ans cf that City he was in, ſhould enquire of te 
Biſhop of the City, whether he communicated with the Catholrck Biſhup, 
7.e. with the Church of Hippo or Carthage. Could you hence inferr thi 
Hippo was cauſally the Catholick Church, and if not, with what reaſon ca 
you do it from ſo parallel a caſe? 2. Becaule Sardinia did belong to te 
Metropolitan Province of the Church of Rome ; it being one of the Subn 
bicarian Provinces under the juriſdiction of the Roman Lieutenant, and 
conſequently one of the Suburbicarian Churches appertaining to the Metn- 
politan power of the Biſhop of Rome < and therefore it was but reaſon toak 
whether the Chnreches in Sardinia did agree with their Mother Churchor 
no. But all this is very farr from implying that the Unity of the Catholic 


Church comes from the particular Churc 


of Rome © on this account, be- 


caule at that time when the Umity of the Catholick Church was preſerved 
by that continual correſpondence between the parts of it by the formed 
tcrs and otherwiſe, who ever was known to have communion with an 
one particular Church (which communicated with the reſt) had therety 
communion with the Catholick Church, So that on that acconnt theque 
ſtion might as well have been asked of the Churches of X171larr, Agobio, 0 


any other 111 4taly as of the Church of Rome, For whoſoever communicat 


with 


— T F5E.zxzj£z7_ —- 20> 


ng 
w 


w—_ R., > £3 ww IO Ton. 


TT © XX TT” & &7* 


—=— 


L_— 


Chap. l. nt the Catbolick C "ET 


— NC —— — — 
— 


_—— 


305 


whanyof themdid communicate with the Catholick, Church, as well 25 


hoſe who did communicate with the C/xrch of Rome, So that your firſt 
"tance will prove no more the Church of Rome to be the fountain and 
enter of Eccleſtaſtical communion, then any other particular Church, 
Your ſecond is, from St. Hieromes ſaying, That the 
thirch of Alexandria made it her glory to participate 


Sed ti ſcits, &c., Kemanan fidem Apoſialice 
ore laudatam, cujus ſe eſſe. participem ex 
” 


the Roman Faith. But doth it hence follow that axdrin« Eccleſia glorratur,Hicronymcy.6 


the church of Alexandria was therefore Catholick, ad Theophil, 

becauſe ſhe participated of the Faith of the Romar Church conſidered as a 
particular hurch 2 For, any one who reads that Epiſtle will eaſily ſee, 
that St. Hierozee there ſpeaks of the Romar Faith,not as it proceeds from the 
Ran Church, but as it was received byitz and that he doth not under- 
ſand it of the then preſent Rowan Faith, any further then it agreed with 
that Faith which the 4poſtk commended in them. $0 that the utmoſt 
which can be extracted our of this teſtimony, is, that it was the glory of 
the Church of Alexandria to hold the fame Faith which the Primitive 
fawn Church did, for which the Apoſtle commended it. Which is appa- 
tent by the deſign of the whole Fpiſtle, which is to encourage 7, beopAuts 
the Patriarch of Alexandria to luppreſs the Nefarions Hereſee (as he calls it) 
ofthe Origeniſts ;, for, it ſeerns, Theophilus then dealt more mildly with 
them, which Hierome was difplealed at. And therefore tells him, that 
though he took ſome care by the difcipline of the Church to reduce 
them, yet that was not enough, and thence brings inthele words But 
mthall know, that nothing is more our deſign then to 

preſerve the rights of Chriſt, and not to tranſgreſs the Sed ramen ſcito, nobis xibil 


eſſe antiquius 


l «am Chri MTA ervare. nec ants 
lends of onr Fathers, and alwayes to remember the |. as le Le we hed oo 
homen F aith, commended by the month of the Apoſtle, fidem Apoſtolico ore laudatam, cajus ſe eſſe 


»þ 24 2 : . participem Alexandrina Eccl lor 
wiichit is the glory of the Church of Alexandria that {5.? yo Thoogh, — __ 


fe is « partaker of. It you had dealt-ſo fairly as to Cherall, 1533. 

have cited St.Hzjeroxes words at large,any one might 

ally ſce how remote they were from your purpoſe it being manifeſt by 
them, that St. Hieromes only deſign was; To perlwade Theophilus to aſſert 
the ancient Fazth againſt the incroachments of modern Herefies ; and, to 
incourage him to it, mentions that commendation which was given to the 
mcient Faith by the Apoſtle writing to the Romans upon their receiving itz 
and therefore tince the lame Faith was in the Church of Alexandria which 
the Romans were commended for receiving of, Theophilrs ought to be a 
vigorous aſlertor of #t, againſt the oppolitions of Hereticks, But how 
from hence we ſhould inferr that the Chrrch of Rome was the fountain of 
Faith as well as center of communion, 1s a thing we are yct to feek for, till 
youfurther dire&t us. Yet, it may be, the ſtrength of it lyes inthis, That 
the Roman Faith was commended by the Apeſtle, And was not the Faith of 
ather Churches where it was pure, commended as well as that 2 And al- 
twugh the Fathers in their complemental addrefles to the Church of Rome 
were pleaſed ofteh to mention this, That the Roman Faith was praiſed by the 
#dſtle ; yer, as Kigaltins well obſerves, That the Latin Fathers took thoſe 
vurds of the Apoſtle, as though their Faith were more pure and ſincere then in 
her places 5, whereas the Apoſtle only ſaith, that he gave thauks to God that 
there was ſuch a fame abroad, that the Romans who ſwayed the world, had emt- 
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Sic omaes ferd 
Latinz Patres, 
Pauli ad Ro- 
1nan9s verba 
acceperunty 
quaſh rethior 
&+ incerior 


fuſet apad Remanes ſides : cum bac tantum dicat Apoſtolss ; agere ſe gratizs Deo, quod ubiq, paſim firms F' , -1141m Roma= 
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nies. 
braced the Chriſtian Faith, Which by reaſon of the dignity of the City which 
was head of the world, and Empreſs of Nations, did conduce mmch to the pro. 
Pagation of the _—_ Faith, For that there was no peculiar exceller, 
in the Roman Faith above the Faith of other Churches, appears from the 
ſcope of this Epiſtle which was to inſtruCt and ſettle them inthe right Fai 
and from the teſtimonies of the Author of the Commentaries under $t, 4y. 


broſe's name, and St. Hierome himſelf. The former tells us, The reaſon 


Dua nulla virtutum videntes inſignia, ſuſce- 
perunt fidem Chriſti, quamvis corrupto ſenſt. 
Ambroſ. przfar,in ep. ad Roman. | 
Dnamvis non ſecuadum regulam ab autoribus 
tradite veritatis , tamen quia quod ab uno 
Deo erat, iaterpoſito nomine chriſt ceperant 
wenerari, gratulatur ; ſciens illos poſſe profi- 
cere. Id. adv. 8.c. 1. 


Non quod aliam babeant Romani fidem, nib 
h:nc ao omnes Chyiſti Eccleſia ; ſed quod 
devetre in eis major fit & fimplicitas ad cre- 
d-ndum. Hieronym. prafar in 1.2,comment. 
in cpiſt, ad Galat, Tom, g. 


why St. Paul commended their Faith, was, Beca 
though they ſaw no miracles yet they believed, though yy 
ſo purely as they ought to have done, And afterws 

faith, That St. Paul commends their Faith although i 
were not exat# according to rule, yet ſmce by that 1 

came to worſhip God in Chriſt he rejoyceth in it, nog. 
ing they might increaſe more in it, And St. Hieroyy 
elſewhere ſpeaking without delign or intereſt, fa; 

Not that the Romans have any other kind of Faith they 
what all other- Churches have 5 but that there wy 
greater devotion and ſimplicity in believing, An 
withall adds, that the very ſame faults which the 


Apoſtle condemned chem for then, did continue {till among them, the 


greateſt of which was Pride. 


And if this preſent Controverſie do nc 


make good St. Hierozres obſervation till this time, we are ſtrangely ni. 
ſtaken: for what greater Pride can there be, than for any particular Church 
toarrogate the title of Catholick to her ſelf, and to make all others ng 
farther Catholickthen they participate of her Faith and Communion? 


S. 12. 


Your next Teſtimony is that of John, the Patriarch of Conſtantingh, 


who did in his Epiſtle to Hormiſda, judge thoſe to be ſevered from the con- 


Concil Tom, 
$.P- 767. 


amnion of the Catholick Church, who did not conſent in all things withth 
See Apoſtolick.: but the main force of your teſtimonies lyes in a prefun- 


ption that men will never take the pains to examine them. We mul 
therefore conſider the occaſion and manner of the writing this Epiſtk; 
for thoſe words you cite, are not the words of the Patriarch himſelf, but 
of the form of ſubſcription required by Hormiſda in order to an Uniond 
the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches 5 which had been then a long time ina 
Schiſmz, For after that Acacins ſtood up fo reſolutely in defence of the 
rights of his See at Conſtantinople, the Roman Biſhops (who made it then 
their deſign tg infringe the /iberties of other Churches the better to inhance 
their own) would by no means admit of any reconciliation unleſs the 
names of Acacixs, and thoſe who defended him in that See being his Suc- 
cellours, as Phravita, Euphemius, Macedonins, &c. were expunged out 
the Diptzchs of the Church 5 which being ſo unjuſt and unreaſonable ad 
mand, for a long time the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople would by no meas 
aſlent to it. But after the death of the Emperonr Amaſtaſins, Juſtin luc 
ceeds in the throne, one who made it his buſineſs to have this breach made 
up3 in order to which he writes to Hormiſda, and earneſtly perſwads 
him to a reconciliation; and fo likewiſe doth the Patriarch Fr But 


It hath becn the common pradtiſe of the Biſhops of that C 


arch. to bt 


therein unlike the xnjxſ# Judge, that they will not be wrought on by i# 
portwnities ;, but have been the more implacable, the more they have been 
ſought to : as it appeared in this preſent caſe. For this ſoure and intler 
ible Pope would not yield to any terms of Uo», but upon conditions 


his own preſcribing, which were,the expunging of Acacius, and ſubſcribing 


that 
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that form which heſent tothem, Which when the Emperonr and Patri- 
-bſaw, though they were ſufficiently difpleaſed at it, yet out of their 
dy defire of peace, they were contented rather to ſwa/ow theſe hard 
conditions than ſuffer the $ch7/2r to remain ſtill, Now it is in this 'form 
offabſcription that theſe words are contained wherein they promilſe,zof to 
nite the names of thoſe in the ſacred myſteries, who are ſevered from the 
mmmiprion of the Catholick Church, 1.e. who conſent not in all thines with 
the See Apoſtolick, But leit thele words being thus inſerted by the Pope 
limſelf, ſhould be interpreted tothe diſadvantage of other Churches, and 
icularly that of Conſtantinople ; The Patriarch makes a Preface to that 
mbſcription by way of Proteſtation ; wherein after declaring the recepti- 
mof the Popes letters, and congratulating the hopes of Union, he mani- 
elts his own defire af peace, and his willingneſs to retuſe the communion 
ofall Hereticks. For, faith he, I look on thoſe moſt 
boly Churches of your etder and our new Rome, 45 both &s rn(i1fſomas enim Deb Eccleſias, i.e. ſuperi- 
mking but one Church, And after, declaring his _ A os ws _ umm efſe 
ſent | to the decrees of the tour General Conncils, ode eb mo a— pe 
teadds, That thoſe who oppoje d them he judged fallen PVacciarch. ep. inter ey, Hormiſg. 35, 
of,4 Sand 4 D221 generali & Apoſtolica Eccleſia, trom 
the holy Catholick and Apoſiolick Church, Now when the Patriarch was 
thus careful to explain himliclf, ſo as to aflert that the Church of Roxre,and 
that of Corzſtartinople, made but one Church, when he adds what he means 
by the Catholick Church, viz. the traely General and Apoſtolical Church ; 
mferr'as much trom Hormiſda's words as you will, I am ſure you can do 
little to your purpoſe from the Patriarchs, taking them in the ſenſe he 
explains himſelf in.by this Proteſtation. So that the meaning of them is 
only this, that as he judged the Church of Rome a member of the Catholick 
Church (whoſe Unity required, that thoſe who were out of communion in 
one Church ſhould be ſo with the reſt) ſo he conſented to acknowledge 
them juſtly excommunicated whom the Church of Rome would have to be 
ſ, $0 that hence nothing ariſcth to your purpole, more then will equal- 
ly advance the authority of any other particular Church ; whole excom- 
munications did oblige the whole Church, as we have [cen already in the 
caſe of Sinope and Ptolenais, 

You proceed to another Teſtimony of St. Auſtin addreſling hitnfelf to 5. 13. 
the Donatiſt, telling them, That the ſucceſſron of the Nemterdte ſacerdetes vel ab ipfl fade Patel 
Roman Biſhops is the rock which the proud gates of Hell @& in ordine itto Patrum quis cu ſucceſſit 
nercome not, therely inſinuating, that the very ſuc- dre. Ioſacf Purra quam non ql 
cſion of thoſe Biſhop's is 11 Jome true ſenſe the Catho- EIT OP 
P . 7» COL 9, 
lIickChurch, But trom whence doth it appear that 
the ſucceſſion of the Roman Biſhops is the Rock, here ſpoken of ? For 
i. Auſtin was there arguing againſt the Doatiſts and ſhewing them the 
danger of being ſeparated from the unity of the Catholick, Church ; that 
It they were cut off from the vine, they would wither and be in danger to be 
(aſt znto the fire 5 and therefore exhorts them, to come and be planted into 
tre vine, it being a grief to them to ſee them cut off. 

Now in order to this, he brings in the former words en 9 fe vile a inſeramin; in 
acquaint them with the way, whereby they might jive. eſt cum v05 vides graciſes its 

Ys 

detter underſtand the Catholick Church, which could 

nt in reaſon be confined to their own age, but muſt be derived from the - 
Apoſtles, So that his counſel is'of the ſame nature with that of Tertul/iarr ſergt - " 
and Ireners., who put mcn upon a diligent ſearch into the ſucceſſions of beniared | 
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the Apoſtolical Churches, But now when by this ſearch they have foung 
out the Catholick Church, he tells them, That is the Rock, which the proyy 
gates of hell cannot overcome, For \o ellewhere St. Auſtin calls the Cathy. 
lick, Church a Rock , as he calls it Iikewiſe a Houſe,and a City,in leveral place 
of theſe diſputations againſt the Dozatiſls, As here 
Auguſt. de baptiſm, c. Donatift. 1 3. c.18. before he calls it the Vine, from whence all who g, 
J.4.C.12. 1.7.c.51. cut off, wither and dye : But what 1s all this to the 
touch, Perillan. 2.3.£ 70. ticular Church of Rome ; whicl 
De Unirat, Ecclef. cap. 20. particular f Rome 3 cl none of the 
Diſputes with the Doxatiſts at all concerned ? Ag j 
fully manifeſt from the whole management of that Controverſie; jp 
which though he was ſo much put upon ſhewing what and where the 
Catholick Church was, yet he never once expreſled any ſuch thing, as that 
the Church was called Catholick from any relation to the Church of Rowe 
but {till mentions it as a particular Chrch, which with other Church, 
k A made up one Catholick Church. So in his Commex. 
fa Rang ue Cp rocale ©,ali©papjeg on the: 44. Tal Behold Rome, faith he, k 
rant Regem ſunum in honore tpſpus 5 + ex hold Carthage, behold ſeveral other Cites ; theſe FL 
omnibus fi war quedam Reging. Aug. FKyzygs daughters and have delighted the King in bj 
I'ſ.44 p.282.cd, Frobcn. : 
honour, but they all make up but one Queen, Hoy 
incongruous had this expreſſion been, had St. Auſtin believed the Roma 
Church to be ſo much above all others, that the ground why any other 
were called Catholick, was from their union with her ; and thereforehe 
muſt according to your principles have ſaluted the Church of Rome as the 
Been of allthe reſt, and made other particular Chxrches but as her 6 
ters and hand-maids. But St. Auſtin knew of no ſuch difference, bi 
looked on all particular Churches, whether at Kome, Carthage, or elk. 
where, as making up but one Catho/ick Church, And to the ſamepur 
| | he frequently ſpeaks, when he ſayes, That the Chad 
Proptey unitatem Eccleſrey una Eccleſia; pro= 3s call'd One in regard of her Unity, and Many inn- 
Fan Ecdleſe. 1d. 5pm - Ys gard from the ſeveral Societies of Chriſtians abroad i 
An placet val 5, contra Eccleſi.zs que mem= the world 3 When he calls the feveral Churchy 
bra ſunt unius Eachiſte tot o:be d fuſe, 8&8 bers of that one Church which 3s ſpread all Jo. 


d, de Unitar, Ecclcl. c. 11. 

oy me acc for mom. the world, without ſetting any note of diſcriminatin 
ris Apsſtoticis &> Canonicis paiiter legimus WPON ONE above all the reſt ; When he reckons the 
-_ _ | ogg 1 og ogy Roman, Corinthian, Galatian, Epheſian Churchests- 
raceam de alis tam Laths 01g; uniotrficterrs ZEMNET, And that all theſe and the Churches prop 
ram partir, in que ex bis Apeflich bs. gated from them, do _ In one Univeſd 
eater ie Eleni, Church, Bur the places arefomany to thispurp 
lib. 3. c. 37. 1n him, that it would look too much like oſtentats 
on to offer to prove a matter ſo evident to all tha 
read any thing in him. And t it poſſible then for you to think The 
St. Auſtin wade the ſucceſſion of Biſhops at Rome in any ſenſe the Catholic 
Church? You might as well fay, that he made the Church ſpread all owe 
the world a particular Church, as that he made any particular Church whe 
ther at Kozre or ellewhere (for he makes no difference) to be in any ſenk 

the Vn7verſal Church, 
$, 14. But that whichyou ſeem 1 lay the greateſt force on, is the teſtimony 
my of Optatus Mlevitanus, Whe, ſay you, after he had ſaid that St. Peter ws Wi 
: head of all the Apoſtles and that he would have been a Schiſmatick,, wh fu 
Should have eretted another chair againſt that fingular one of $t. Peter, as dl 5p 
that in that chair of St. Peter being but one, Unity was tobe kept by all ;5h 
4dds that with Syricius then Pope he himſelf was united in communion, ry hy, 
whon 
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nd bow the whole world (ſaith be, meaning the whole CatholickChurch) agrees 
wd BB b communicatory letters in one Society of communion, See here (lay you) 
i, | low clearly be makes the union with the Biſhop of Rome the meaſure of the 
ves Ml Catholick. Church : which the Biſhop calls a Jejuitiſm, and further proves him- 
7 (10 be in the Catholik Church, becauſe he was in communion with the See of 
ﬆ. Peter. For our better underſtanding the meaning of theſe words of 
optatzs, we muſt conſider the ſtate of the Controverhie between Optatys 
he MY and Parrenianus, by which it will appear, how very little thele words of 
his make to your purpolc. The main queſtion between the Catholicks and 
the Poatiſts was, about the Catholick Church, To whom it was that title 
did belong. The difhculty ſeemed the greater, becauſe there was no 
difference between them in any matter of Fazth, or in the ſubſtance of the 
Sacraments, and therefore they were fain to find out other-means to de- 
ade this Controverſie, than by either of thoſe two. For which the Ca- 
tolicks made choice of thele two arguments Vnrverſality and Swceeſſton, 
the former. as agreeing with that large ſpread of the Church which was 
hed to be in the times of the Goſpel, whereas the Donatiſts con- 

fned the Chrrrch to a Corner in Africa : the latter in regard of the nece(- 
ky of deriving themlelves trom the Apoſtolical Churches, Now the Do- 
wtiſts denying any but themſelves to be the Catholick Church, the proof lay 
mtheir 4dv2r/aries part, who-upon all occations ofter to make it good, 
That the Church from which the Dozatiſts ſeparated themſelves, was the 
mly tre and CatholickChurch, Accordingly Optatus having in the firſt 
book diſcuſled the matters of fad about the rife of the S$chiſar, the ordi- 
wtions of Ceciliar and 1ajorinus, and the proceedings ulcd tor the end- 
ngthe Sch7/97, in this ſecond Book he enters on the Controverhe of the 

<> which Parmenianus would have to be only among themlelves ; 
wainſt which he urgeth firſt, that then certainly the Church could not be 
alled Catholick, becauſe it was fo called from its 
lage comprehenſion and univerſal ſpread. Had Opta- w=_ bib bf ry er gr on. 
ts believed, the ground of the Churches being Catho- j;1;; & uwig; diffuſa. Oprar, 1.2, 
bck had been its union with the Church of Rome, he 
would never have given that account of its being ca/ed ſo, which here he 
th, After which he produceth many places of Scripture to prove the 
to MI large extent of the Church, and concludes, That to be the Catholick, Church 
- which was diffuſed over all the world, than which nothing can be more 
yl I contrary to your pretenſions, who limit and confine the Catholick Church 
ot WW '2your own party as the Doratiſts did. And if thoſe arguments then 
at 
that 
Th 
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iked againſt the Doratiſts had any force againſt them, they have ſtill as 
mich againſt you, who exclude lo great and conſiderable Churches from 
ns members of the CatholickChurch becauſe not of -your communion. 

lid I From hence 0ptztws proceeds to examine, Which had the better title to be 
we IN the Catholick Chareh on the account of Sxcceſſror; and Parmenianus 
he MW *ckoning the Cathedra in the firſt of the dotes Feeleſee, Gptatus begins with 
ene WO ft by which is under{tood the lawfil derivation of power for governing the 

Wrch, ſo Albaſpinews, (as well as others) underſtands it. Now the 
005 lanttoverlje was,where this Cathedra was. Optatns | 
ww fl foves, there can be no lawful power but what is derived &xtbedram Epiſcopalem, primam miſſion , 
who Yom the Apoſtles, and therefore where the ſucceſſion Tow omegmy ey oe 
a6 Plain and uninterrupted, there and no where elle | 
/;k £4 that Cathedra be, Which Epiſcopal chair being firſt placed at Rome 
= by 8. Pcter, iz which he as chief of the Apoſtles ſate, from whence he had his 
hom name 
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Teit:!r negare 1:63 potes, ſcive te in urbe Roma 
Pcire prin? Caihedrami Epiſcopalem eſſe col- 
latam ©, in qua ſederit\ omnium Apoftoſorum 
caput Petr ; inde & Cephas appellatus eſt; 
in $14 814 Cathedr@, wnitas ab omn bas ſtr- 
waretur, ne ceteri Apoſtels ſingulas fab: quiſ- 
que defenderent : ut jam $ch1[maticus & pec- 
cator «ſet, qa contra ſingularem (athedram, 
alteram co'locaret. Ergo (athedra unica que 
eft prima de dotibus, {edit prior Petrus : £4 
ſucceſſit Linus, Lins Clemens, &c, Damaſ0 
Siricius bodie,qui noſter eft Socins :; (um quo 
totus orbus commercio ſormatarum, in uxd 
commanion:s ſocietate concordat. Veſtrs Ca» 
thedre vos origizem veddite, qui vobis wilns 
ſanftam Eccloſiam vindicare, Opratus 1.3. 
Sed ſuſpicor hec virba (unde Cephas appel- 
latus eſt) efſe inepte ———_ ad mar- 
ginem temere aſciipte & deinde abs librariis 
cox'extui inſerte, Balduin in Oprat 1,2. 
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as Cephas 3 i which one chair Unity ſhould be kept by all ; leſt the oth 


Apoſtles ſhould ſet up others againſt it ;, ſo that he mui 
be a ſchiſmatick and offender, who ſould place anothys 
chair againſt that. 7 crefore in this one chair St, Pe. 
ter ſate firſt, to whom ſucceeded Linus, to him Clemen 
and ſo on to Syricius who joyns with us, with whoz jh, 
whole world communicates by the entercourſe of form} 
letters. Doyou now give an acconnt of your chair. wh, 
challenge to your ſelves the name of the Holy Churc, 

To paſs by that ridiculous account of the name Ge. 
phas, which Baldwin ſuppoſes to be inſerted into the 
text from ſome ignorant gloſs made inthe margjy 

the main thing to be confidered, is the ſcope an 
delign of thele words 3 in which he doth ty 
things, 1. He ſhews the evident ſucceſſion of the 
Catholick Biſhops from St. Peter in the Church of Row 

which he doth by a diſtinct and particular enumer 


tion of them. 2. From thence ſhews the unlawfulnels of ſctting upay 
other chair in oppoſition to that, 7.e. pretending to another right of 
Government then what was conveyed down from the Apeſtles ;, or letting 
up another chair in oppoſition to that of St. Peter at Komre, 3, e, that fig. 
ceſſion of Biſhops which was derived from him. Now, faith he, God pre. 
viding for the unity of the Church, intended there ſhould be but one chr 
ina place, 7.e. that the ſeveral Apoſtles ſhould not in the ſame place ſet 

a diſtin Cathedra or ſucceſſion of Church-Governours, and therefx 
though St. Pal as well as St. Peter were inſtrumental in the ſettling the 
Church of Rome, yet, that the Churches Unity might be preſerved, thee 
were not two diſtinct ſeries of Brſhops, the one deriving from St. Peter and 
the other from St. Paul. So that Optatws his ſaying is much of the fane 
nature with that of Cyprian in the caſe of the Sch7ſn2 about Cornelins and 
Novatianus, who urgeth that moſt, That there ought to be but one Biſbo) in 
one Clurch, now the Biſhop and his Cathedra are correlates toeach othe, 
Optatus therefore ſaying that there was but one Cathedra at Rome, putsthe 
Donatiſt's upon this itlue, that if they could not deduce their eee 
from St. Peter at Romre,they-could have no pretence tothe Cathedrather, 
And therefore challengeth them to deduce the ſucceſſzor of their Big: 
there, as at large appears in his following diſcourſe. Which could ber 
higher then of Macrobius. from Encolpins, Encolpins from Bonifacius Bal: 


Ubi ſedit vittor Garbienſis, a veſtris jams du- 
dum de Africa ad paucos erraticos mifſus, 


&c. Optatus ibid, 


tanus, as he from Vidor nn who was (ent 
over on purpoſe from the Dozzatiſts in Africkto make 
a faction and a party at Rome, among the Africa 
Inhabitants there. Now this being the utmoſt ic 


ceſſron, they could pretend to, and that being in oppoſition to that ſuc 
on Which was derived from St. Peter, nothing could be more plain then 
that at Kome (about which the Conteſt was) the Cathedra could not be 
long to the Doratiſts but their Adverſaries ; and therefore that beingly 
Parmenianis acknowledged one of the dowrzes of t':: Catholick Church, the 
title of that could not belong tothe Dozatiſts but their oppoſers. Ti 
therefore doth not at all concern Romes being cauſally the CatholickChurt), 
bur is only produced as a particular Church tor a known inſtance whereb) 
to decide this particular Controverlie of ſucceſſion. For otherwiletix 


axgument would have held as well for any other Apoſtolical Church where 


the 
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the ſacceiſon was on , And _—_— afterwards he makes the commu- 

mm with the ſeven Churches as plain an areument 0 | DRE 
mes oy the Catbolick. ks doth here of Z pray Ald. da 
church of Rome. You may therefore every jot as | 
well make the ſever Churches of Aſia, to be cauſally the Catholick Church, 

15 the Church of Rome, And to the ſame purpoſe he inſtanceth in the 

(minthian, Theſſalonian, Galatian Churches, as he | | 
doth in that of Rome, or the ſevew Churches, We Tiki unites —_ hoc fs crimen, putasy 
ke then, Optatws his deſign was to ſhew that their G6; or ng emmy þ Boop > 
Church from which the Donatiſts ſeparated, was the communicaſe, Ibid, ; 
true Catholick, Church, which he proves from their 

ammunion with all the Apoſtolical Churches, which had a clear 

and diſtin ſucceſſion from the Apoſiles their planters. And be- 

cauſe of the Vicinity and Fame of Rowe, and the eafter knowin 

the ſucceſſion there, he inſtanceth in that in the firſt place, a 

then proceeds tothereſt of them. But withall, toſhew the Vnzty of all 
thele 4poſtolical Churches, when he had mentioned £7riciws as the preſent 
Jiſlop of Rome, he adds,1hat all the world agreed with him in the entercourſe 
ofthe formed Letters; not thereby intimating any ſupremacy of that Church 
above others, but to ſhew that that ſucceſſion he inſtanceth 1n at Rome, 
wasof the Catholick Church, becauſe the whole Chriſtian world, did agree 
In Communion with him that was the Biſhop there. And when he ſpeaks 
of one chair, it is plain, he means it of the particular C-xrch of Rome, be- 

; eauſe every Apoſtolical Church had an Apoſtolical Chair belonging to it. So 

Tertullian exprelly,That in all the Apoſtolical Churches onion ia Adi 

' 7 ks : poſtalicas apud quas 

there were their Chairs ſlill remaining, And Euſebins jpſe nuac Cathedre Apoſtslorum ſuis locis 
particularly mentions the Apoſt ol/ical Throne or Chair preſitentwr. Textul. preſcript, ad hz- 
a Hieryſalexr, as others do that of Aark at Alexan- ES eatef 1, —— 

dia, and of the reſt elſewhere. Nothing then | 

can poſſibly be inferred from theſe words of Optat#s concerning the Church 

of Rome, but what would equally hold for any other Apoſtolical Church, 

and how much that is, Ict the Reader judge : And how much ſoever it be, 

t will be very little for your advantage, who pretend to ſomething pec#- 

harto the Church of Rome above all other Churches. 

From Optat#s you proceed, or rather return to $. Hierom, who, (lay 9g, x5, 
jou) profeſſes the Church is built upon $*Peter's See, and that whoever eats Ibid, 
tte Lamb, that is, pretends to belicve in Chriſt, and EL NT” , 
partakes of the Sacraments out of that houſe, that is, = pr Rog mn 
ut of the communion of that Church, is prophane, and et Cithedre Vetri communion: corſociar.Su= 
an Alien yea, that he belongs to Antic risf, and not Ee IS 
to Chriſt, whoever conſents not with the ſucceſſor of aerit,profanus eft— uicung, tecum non 
I.Peter. This Teſtimony ſounds big and high at > 32/84 9c eÞ> 94 Chriſt non oft 
frſt, and I ſhall not impute theſe expreſſions either he Wm had. 
0s. Hierome's heat, or his flattery, although it looks the more ſuſpicious, 
becauſe at that time he had ſo great a pique againſt the _ Biſhops,and 
flat theſe words are contained in a complemental addreſs to Dazraſ#s.But, 

ting aſide what advantages might be gained on that account,to weaken 
theforce of this Teſtimony, 1f we conſider the occaſion or nature of theſe 
%prefſions, we ſhall find that they reach not the purpole you deſign 
them for. We mult therefore conſider, that at the rime of the writing 
this Epiſtle, S. Hierom ſeems to be in a great pa__ what todo 1n thar 


Uvifion which was then inthe Charch of Antioch, concerning Panlinus, Vi- 


talis, 
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ralis, and Mfiletivs ; but beſides this Schiſm, it ſeems S. Hierom ſuſpected 
ſome remainders of Arrianiftz to be ſtill among them; from their demany. 
ing of him, Whether he acknowledged three diſtin hypoſtaſes in the tz; 
8 Wb 3. zity. Now S. Hierom by hypoſt afis underſtands the effence, as many of the 
ey Greek Fathers did; and thence the Sardian Council defined, That there yg 
but one hypoſt aſts of the Father, Son, and Spirit ; and therefore he ſuſ 
that when they require of him the acknowledgement of three hypyf 
they might lefign to entrap him, and unawares betray him into Ari, 
iſm, And therefore argues ſtifly in the remainder of that Epiſtle, thy 
| : hypoſt aſis properly ſignifies eſſence, and nothing elk, 
Tora ſecularium literarum Schola ibil alind 7nd from thence urgeth the inconvenience of adnje 
bypeſtaſin m1ſ6 8 nay novit, 1d. ib, . " | | ; 
ting the terms of three hypoſiaſes. Now S. Hier 
being thus ſet upon by theſe Eaſtern Biſhops, he keeps off from communiq 
with them, and adviſeth with the Zgyptian Confeſſors,and follows thenz 
preſent 3 but having received his Baptiſm in the Church of Kome and bei 
: looked on as a Koman where he was, he thought | 
_ _ F-amaly ory cibum, nude  neceſlary to addreſs himſelf to Pope Damaſus,to 
4b Arriezorum preſule & Campruſibus, What he ſhould do in this caſe. And the rather 
nevellum i me homine Romano, nomenexi= becauſe if S. Hierom had conſented with them, 
——__ would havelooked on it as an evidence of the 
ment of the Roman Church with them. Therefore he ſo earneſtly and 
importunately writes to Damaſus concerning it, as being originally par 
of his charge, having been baptized in that Church, 

But (lay you) whatever the occaſion of the words were, Is it not pl 
that he ws 6. the Church to be built on $. Peter's See, and that whoſoeun j 
ont of the communion of that Church, is an Alien, and belongs to Antichriit 
To that thereforeI anſwer, 1. That he doth not fay, that the Catholic 
Church is built on the particular Church of Roxre : for it is not, ſuper har 
Petram, as referring to the Cathedra immediately preceding 3 but, fyr 
#/am, and therefore it is not improbably ſuppoſed by ſome .that theRai 
here referrs to Chriſt, And, although Erafinn doth imagine, that fone 
particular priviledge and dignity did belong to Rowe above other Churck 
from this place (whichis not the thing we contend about) yet withl 
he ſayes, that by the Rock we muſt not underſtand Rozre ; for that ag 

i | degenerate, but we muſt underſtand that Faith whid 

Non ſiiper Romam arbit ror nam fieri poteſt ut P oF a 
Roma degea-ret, (ed ſuper ilLam fidem quam PeEtET Profeſſed. Andit is a much eaſier matterkr 
Perrus profeſſus eſt Exaſmus in Schol. Marianus ViGorins, to tell him, he lyes, as he dot 
poem erage when x þ —y 7, here inplain terms, than to be able to confute wht 
he ſaith. And that the rather, becauſe he beyis 
his diſcourſe in that manner, Ego aullum primmum nift Chriſlum ſequen, 
whereby he attributes the ſpreme power, and infallible judgement in te 
Church only to Chriſt, For, asfor your learned correction of preminmfir 
primum, though you follow Cardinal Perron in it, yet it is without a 
probability at all, it being contrary to all the 28s, uſed by Eraſmw, V+ 
Forins, Gravins, Toſſevin., and others; and hath no authority to vouch t, 
but only Gratiar, who is condemned by your own Writers, for a fallife 

and corrupter of Authours, 

2. I antwer, when $. Hicroz pronounces thoſe Aliens and prophant, wiv 
are out of the communion of the Church ; either it belongs not to the pat 
ticular Church of Rowe, or, if it doth, it makes not much for your put 
pole. 1. There is no certainty that he*here ſpeaks of the particulo 
Church of Rome, but that he rather ſpeaks of the true Univerſal _” 

vy 
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fort js plain, he { caks of that Church which is built upon ' the Rock, now 
by your own con eflion, that cannot be the Church of Rome, for that you 
pole to be the Rock it ſelf, viz. the See of Peter, and theref : 
ine ) ; | ) ore the 
cb built upon 1t, muſt be the Univerſal Church, And that this miſt 
te his meaning, appears from his plain words, for, he ſaith, Upon that 
wk the Church is built, and whoſoever cats the Lamb without this houſe, is 
pophane; ——he cannot certainly mean, Whoſoever eats without the Rock 
but without the houſe built upon it;, ſo that the houſe in the latter clauſe 
muſt needs be the ſame with that which was built on the Rock in the formetx. 
fither therefore you muſt deny the See of” Peter to be the Rock, or you 
muſt of neceſlity aſſert the houſe built #Þon it to be the Univerſal Church 
nd not the particular one of Rowe z and conſequently the danger lyes not 
1 mens not being in communion with the Roman, but with the truly 
(bolick Church. And how from hence you will inferr, That they are pro- 
e who are ont of the Roman Church; it would be worth our while to un- 
terſtand, 2. Suppoſe I ſhould grant, that S.Hierom: did mean the particu- 
krChurch of Rome, yet T am not ſatisfied, that this comes home to your 
poor, unleſs you could prove, that S. Hierom ſpake of what was neceſ- 
yand unalterably to be inthe Church of Rome, and not meerly of what 
= a = rags m_ he gar rar words, But that is your perpe- 
aralogiſm inthe citations of the Fathers, in praiſe of the Church © 
lame, what they ſpake, and it may be iefrvedly of the Church of thick 
omtime (although ſometimes their Khetorick {well'd too high in their 
Emmiaſticks) that you will needs have to be underſtood of the ſame 
Chirch at aJl times, and in our preſent age. As though it were not pol- 
ſblefor a Church to be eminent for purity of DoGrine in one age, dw 
decline as much from It in another. But need give no other inſtance 
nthis caſe, than S. Hierom: himſelf, for 1f we believe S. Hierem 1n his 
(udogne, the two immediate predeceſſors of Damalus, in the'See of Rome, pig. potunet 
Liberius, and Felix were tainted with Hereſie 5 ard that very Hereſie, viz. © Aeacins, 
trianiſtz, which S. Hierom writes to Damaſss about now. I pray tell 
bthen, Whether if S. Hierom had lived in Liberizs his time, would he 
tarewrit to him after the ſame rate he now writes to Damaſss ; if he had 
been of the ſame mind then, he would have been lo farr trom fſcrupling 
tiethree hypoitaſes, that he muſt have ſubſcribed the 4Arrian confeſſion, as 
\ Heros tells us, Liberixs did, through the inſtigation of F ortunatianus. 
Adtheretore to let us ſec, on what account he was row ſo liberal in his 
nprions of the Church of Rome,he begins this Epiſtle with the praiſe 
iter preſent orthodoxmeſs in the Catholick, Faith, And that amone#t all the 
dnifons and breaches of the EaStern Churches they pre- 
ſmed the Faith of their Fore-fathers entire. That now Profliezte a ſobole mald pa'rimonio, apes 
Pe Sun of Righteouſneſs riſes in the Weſt ; but that Lu- nr Jets as CE JR 
ur fer, who fell, 210w reigns in the Eaſt 5 with many cx- preteen Occidete Sol Fuſtitie 
LA y CX v az'em f.ucifer leg qu; 
" _ to the ſame purpoſe, Which ſuppoſition cecideraty [per [deve Poſes threnum [+ 
hit, W ng granted true at that time, that which follows SI F246 | 
ifer win OY = purpoſe, —_ you I” that what was 
, anly continue ſoin all ages. the Eaſt was then cor- 
wh Fay and the I/eſ# only ſound, what tte Nas the Cathelick 
"1 þ CO pener 6h, GN of right devolve to that part which remained ſound 
pur I - : _ of thoſe perſons who judged fo. You would needs there- 
ala : rom hence have your Church accounted Catholick.now, by the ſame 
1; | *Zument that Ty ſaid (of the Roman Lady, who ſtill affirmed, fhe was 
for | Sl but 
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but thiry gears of age) thar he believed it, for he had heard her fay 6 
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zwenty years before 3 lo muſt we believe your Church ſound and Catholic 
becauſe it was ſaid fo of her ſo many h»ndred gears ſince ; as though no in. 


firmaties or wrinkles could have come upon her ever ſince, Prove YOur 


Church to be as ſound and orthodox, as pure and holy now, as ſhe was in the 
pritnitive F athers time, and we will not grudge her the higheſt of tho 
commendations which were given her by them. But, without doing this 
your Teſtimonies come to nothing. The ſame Anſwer will ſerve the te. 
maining Teſtimonies of Exlalizs, and the Emperour Gratian, who only 
ſpake of the communion of the Church of Rome, as it was then : That of ty. 
gentins (tiling the Rowan Church, The top of the world, only imports the 
eminency Of it, in regard of the power of that City It was 1n, and þ i, 
wide enough from your purpole. Thus we have conſidered all that you 
have produced out of Antiquity, to prove that the Church is called Cath. 
lick, with a particular relation to, and dependence of the Church of Rome, 
and can find nothing at all belonging to her, as the center of Catholiciſm, 
but that thoſe things which are faid of her, and communion with her 

in relation tobeing called Catholick, might as well have agreed with any 
other Apoſtolical Church remaining ſound 1n the Catbolick Faith. 

Hence it appears, that what his Lordſhip 1s pleaſed to term, a perfel 
Feſnitiſmr, viz, the meaſuring the Catholick Church, by that of Rome, is really 
nothing elſe, and that the perfe miſtake belongs to you, who atlert, that 
it was areceived and known Truth in the Ancient Church, Your vindicy 
tion of the propriety of your Churches being called the Rowan Catholik 
Church, from the Roman Empire, and the Jewiſh Church would then figi- 
fie ſomething, when you have proved that the Pope hath as much theG« 
vernment of the Church, as the Koman-Emperonr had of all the Province 
within the confines of the Exzprre, or that we are all bound as much to 
reſort to Kome, as the Jews were to Jeruſalem tor the ſolemn worlhip « 
God. In the mean time the ablurdity is never the leſs for being vulgar, in 
calling yours, The Korran Catholick Church, And yet, as though you 
had been only demonſtrating theſe things, you tell us very magilterial, 
The truth is, mm all doubts concerning n:atter of Doctrine, recourſe js to bekul 
19 8, Peter's ſucceſſor, who (at leaſt with a General Council) can fan ſe 

ſolve all difficulties, An excellent way of proving, to ſay, The truth zs | Might 
not I as well ſay, The truth 3s, the Pope neither in Council, nor out of it 
hath any Infallibility at all ? And would not this be full as good an 4nſve 
as yours is an Argument ? but the very truth js, you had rather have thek 
things believed, than go about to prove them; leaſt the weakneſs of the 
arguments ſhould lay too much open your fond rom_ of Infallibiliy. 
Before you prove, That the Pope can carry his Infallibility cnt of Rome wi 
him, ſhew us that he hath it there, I grant S. Peter had been infallibl, 
though he had never been at Rome 3 and it is far from being clear, that the 
Pope is at all the more i»fallible tor his being there, How far you have ben 
from proving, That the Faith of every particular Church js to be examined ani 
proved to be Catholick by its conformity to the Faith of the Roman Churth, 
may abundantly appear from the preceding diſcourſe. 7hoſe &weſtion, 
which you ſay, make nothing to your purpoſe concerning the Popes transfer 
ring his chair at Rome, andtheRoman Clergies deſerting him and the tri 
Faith: Iſhall fo far believe you in, as toeaſe my ſelf of the trouble of cor 
fidering them any further than hath been done already in the very 
trance into this Conference. "u 
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And here, -you tell us, Tou now come toperform your Promiſe, viz. toex- 95, 16, 
'h wine wore fully his Lordſhips pretended ſolutions (asyou call them) of Bel- 
>, urmine's authorities in behalf of the Tifallibility of the Church of Rome. But 
m. I (ral your boaſting at firſt, what great things you would do, you ſeem a 
our If jrle fearful of engaging too far, and therefore are reſolved only to main- 
the WI ;inthem in general,as they make for the Infal/ible Authority of the Church, 
ol MI of the Pope defining Articles of Faith in a General Council, But, as far 
you dare go, I ſhall attend your motions, and doubt not to make it evi- 
re- WI jt, that none of thele authorities have any reference tothat ſenſe, which 
ily jogonly offer to maintain them in, and that though they had, yet noſuch 
u- BN ting as 7nfal/rbility can be proved out.of them. 
he The fir{t authority is out of S. Cypriar's Letter to Cornelis Biſhop of P.133- \ 
þ wne, whole words I am contented ſhould be recited as fully as may be 3 : 
ou WM |; which he chargeth Feliciſſomns and Fortunatus | | | 
y wth their complices, that having ſet up a Biſhop againſt Poft iſta adbuc :aſuper pſeudoepiſcops ſbi 


, ab hereticis conflitats, navigaie audent ad 
lin at Carthage, they ſail to the chair of Peter,and the p,,, EO _ atq; ad Ecclefam Prin 


principal Church from whence the ſa erdotal Omty Pad orb = _ prmnc exorta oft, 
T tiriſe and carryLetters ſro prophane andSchiſmatical - os zo coed Aut Ss cn [yy os 
ly pros, not conſidering that the Romans (whoſe Faith ſlolo predicame laudata eft) ad q40s perfi- 
| w commended by the Apoſtle) were ſuch to whone _ _— on Poſe - Cyprian, 
i rfidiouſneſs could not have acceſs, Now the mean- af” EEE 
l nz ofthis place you would have to be this, and no other, viz. that the 
a of 8. Peter, which 3s the principal of all Churches, was ſo infallibly di- 
E wed by te Holy Ghoſt, that no errour in Faith could have acceſs to it, or be 
K duitted by it:3f not as a particular Church, yet at leaſt as the Head of the Uni- F134 
F wrſulChureh of Chriſt, and as the Fountain of Prijtly Unity ;, which $. Cy- 
4 pan here expreſly affirms that Church and See tobe. This you ſumme up 
X thſt, as the moſt which can be made of this Teſtimony 5 and which 1s 
p indeed far more in all particulars than it can amount to, Which will ap- 
' rear by particular examinations of what you return in anſwer to his 
Ldhip. | Three things his Lordſhip anſwers to this place. 1, That per- -_-_ 3:1. 33 
n 


fda can hardly ſtand here for erronr in Faith ; and ito then this can make 
nothing for 1nfallibility. 2. That juppoſing it granted to ſienifie errour in 


— 
_ 


4 Fath and Do@rine, yet it belongs not to the Romans abſolutely, but with a 
i ret to thoſe firſt Romans whoſe Faith was commended by the Apoſtle. 3.That 
t ems to be rather a Rhetorical inſinuation, than a dogmatical aſſertion. And 
l that $.Cypriar could not be ſuppoſed to aflert herein the Popes Infallibility, 
l apears by the contra&#s between him and the Biſhops of Kowe. This is the 
; hot of his Lord(hips anſwers to this place,to which we muſt confider what 
4 joureply. 1. His Lordſhip layes,That perfidia ran hardly ſtand for erronr in 
J Fath or misbelief, but it properly [1gnifies malicious falſhood in matter of truſt 
. md ation,not crror in Faith.but in fatt againſt the diſcipline and Government 
, ifthe Church, And to make this interpretation appear the more proba- 
c be, his L ordſhip gives an account of the ſtory which was the occaſion of 
F witing that Epiſtle, which is this, as his Lordſhip reports it from Binias 
f and Baronius;, In the year 255. there was a Council in Carthage inthe cauſe - 
' WW two Schiſmaticks, Feliciflimus and Novatian, about reſtoring of them to 
" Wl fhecommunion of the Church, which had lapſed in time of danger from Chri- 
" W froity to 1dolatry. Felicitiimus would adimt all even without penance, 
" B 4Novatian would admit none, 110 20t after penance. The Fathers 42 int 
8 nmber went, as Truth led them, between both extreams, To this Countil 


une Privatus a known Heretick,, but was not admitted becauſe he was former- 
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ly excommunicated, and often condemned. Hereupon he gathers his Complicy, 
together, and chooſes one Fortunatus (who was formerly condenmed as well 
himelf ) Biſhop of Carthage, and ſct him up againſt St, Cyprian, This dyys 
Felicifhimus and his Fellows haſte to Rome with letters teſtimonial fro thei 
own party, and pretend that 25 Biſhops concurred with them : and theip g, 
frre was to be received into the communion of the Roman Church, and to hq, 


"their new Biſhop acknowledged. Cornelius then Pope, thongh their haſte hay 


ow prevented $t. Cyprians letters, having formerly heard from him, both of 
them, and their Schiſm in Africk would neither hear them, nor receive they 
letters. They grew infolent aud furious (the ordinary way that $« kiſmatich 
take). Upon this Cornelius writes to St. Cyprian, and St. Cyprian inthj 
Epiſtle gives Cornelmsthanks, for refuſing theſe African fugitives, decly; 
their $chiſm and wickedneſs at large, and encourages him and all Biſhops 
maintain the Eccleſtaſtical Diſcipline, and cenſures againſt any the bole 
threatnings of wicked Schiſmaticks. his being the ſtory, his Lordſtip 
ſayes, He would fain know why perfidia (all circumſtances conſidered) my 
not ſtand here in its proper ſenſe for cunning and perfidions dealing, whic; 
theſe men having pradiſed at Carthage, thought now 1o obtrude upon th 
Biſhop of Rome alſs, but that he was wary enough ot to be over-reached ly 
buſte Schiſmaticks This demand of his Lordſhip ſeeming very juſt and 
reaſonable we are bound to conſider what reaſons you give, why perfidu 
muſt be underſtood ſor errour in Faith and not in the ſenfe here mention- 
ed. Why calls he (lay you) St. Peters chair, Eccleſiam principalem(tl; 
chief Church ) but becauſe it is the head to which all other Churches uſt leſul- 
ordinatc in matter of dorine 2? the words following ſrenifie as nmch, Urde 
unitas ſacerdotalis exorta eſt, from which chair of $t. Peter as it were fron 
its fountain, unity in Prieſthood and conſequently unity in Faith is derive, 
Why brings he the Apoſtle as Panegyrist of the Roman Faith © Isit forjoott, 
becauſe no malicious falſhood in matter of truſt or errour in fa ogain|t ile 
Diſcipline and Government of the Church can have acceſs unto them, atle 
Biſhop will needs miſinterpret the place © or rather becauſe no erronr in Fith 
can approach the See Apoſtolick £ Certain it js perfidia in this ſenſe, is dis 
mretrically oppoſed to the Faith of the Romans immediately before commented 
by the Apoſtle (which was true Chriſtian Faith) and conſequently it miſt 
neceſſity be taken for the quite contrary, viz. misbelief or errour in Fit, 
Three Arguments in thele words you produce, why perfiaza muſt beur- 
derſtood of erronr in Faith, 1. Becanſe the Church of Rome 3s calledtt 
chief Church ; but is it not poſſible it ſhould be called to in any other ſenſe 
but as the head of all other Churches in matter of doffrine 2 [s it not lift 
_ clear from Antiquity, that there were other accounts of calling the 
Church of Rome the chief or principal Church, as the eminency of it joyned 
with the power of the City (the potentior principalitas in Ireneus) whih 
advanced its reputation to the height it was then at > What matter'd 
doFrine do you find brought to the Church of Rome to be Infallibly decit- 
ed there in St. Cypriazs time ? how little did St. Cyprian believe this, when 
he ſo vehemently oppoſed the judgement of Stephen Biſhop of Rome inthe 
cale of rebaptization © Doth he write, ſpeak, or carry himſelf in that 
Controverſte like one that owned that Clinch of Rome to be head of allothr 
Ckurches, to which they muſt be ſubordinate in matter of do@rine £ Nay 
in the very next words St. Cyprian argues againſt appeals to Roxre, and 51 
poſlible then to think, that intheſe words he ſhould give ſuch an abſoit 
power and authority to it? And therefore any one who would reconcii 
St, Cyprian 
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ct, Cyprian to himfelf mutt by thoſe words of Eccleſsa principalis only un- 
derirand the dignity and eminency, and notthe power,nmch lels the Irfall;- 

bility of the Charch of Rome. And no more 1s implyed in the Second, 

That 1t is ſaid to be the fountain of Sacerdotal Unity, which ſome think may 

probadly referr to the Prieſthood of the Church of Aſtick,, which had its OE 
riſe fromthe Church of Rome,as appears by Tertullzan and others, in which þng hs as 
ſenſe he might very well ſay, rhat ts Unity of the Prieſthood did ſpring ſro Greg, 1.7. 
thente ; or if it be taken in a more large and comprehenſive tenſe it can 14 93% 
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import no more then that the Church of Rome was owned as the Principiunz 
Unitatis, which certainly 1s a very ditterent thing from an z»fal/ible judge- 
ment in matters of Faith. For what connexion 1s there between Unity 
in Government, and Infallibility in Faith £ Suppoſe the Church of Rome 
ſhould be owned as the principal Member of the Catholick Church, and 
therefore that the Vrity of the C hurch ſhould begin there in regard of the 
dignity of it, doth it thence follow that there mult be an abſolute ſubordi- 
nition of all other Churches to it > Nothing then can be infterr'd from 
ether of thoſe particulars, that by perfidza,errour in Faith muſt be under- 
ſtood, taking thoſe two expreſſions in the molt favourable ſenſe that can 
be put upon them.But conſidering the preſent ſtate of the Church of Rome 
at the time when! Teliciiſonus and Fortunatus came thither, IT am apt to 
think anothvr interpretation more probable than either of the foregoing. 
For which we muft remember that there was a Schiſer at Kome between 
Novatianis and Cornelis, the former ciiallenying to be Biſhop there, as 
well as the latter, upon which a great breach was made among them.Now 
theſe perſons going out of Aſ#/c4 to Rome, that they might manage their 
buſineſs with the more advantage, addrets themſclves to Correlixs and his 
purtyz upon which St. Cyprian laith, Navigare audent ad Petri Cathedranz 
atque ad Eccleſia principalen, unde Unitas ſacerdotalis exorta et, thereby 
exprefling their confidence that they not only went to Kowe, but when 
they were there, thcy did not preſently fide with the Schiſmatical party 
ofthe Novatiars there, but as thoughthey had becn zrae Catholicks, they 
goto/Correlins,who,being the legal fucceſiour of St. Peter in oppoſition to 
Novatians, calls his Sce the chair of $t, Peter, and the principal Church, 
and the ſfring of the Unity of the Prieſiboodz, becaule the conttary party of 
Novatianus had been the cauſe of all the Schiſzr and diſunion which had 
been among them. And in this ſenſe which ſeems very agreeable to 
St, Cyprians words and deſign, we may calily underſtand what this perfidia 
was, viz, that falſeneſs and perfidions dealing of thele perſons, that al- 
though they were Schiſzraticks themlelves, yet they were ſo farr from 
ſeming ſo at their coming to Romze, that as though they had been very 
good Catbolicks, they ſeck to joyn in communion with Correlins and the 
Catholick party with him. | - By which we fee what little probability there 
5 from thoſe expreſſions that perfidia mult be taken, for an errour in Faith, 
But, 3. Youſay, To what purpoſe elſe doth he xrention St, Pauls commenda- 
tion of their Faith, if this perfidia were xot 111mediately oppoſite to it £ But 
then inform us what part of that Apoſtolical Faith was it, which Felzciſſt- 
ws and Fortunatss fought to violateat Rome # It 1s apparent their whole 
defipn was to be admitted into communion with the Church of Rome 
(which in all probability is that ccef here ſpoken of ) : if therefore this 
perfidiz imported lome crronr in F aith, it muſt be ſome errour broached by 
thole particular perſons as contrary to the old Rowan Faith which was 
extold by the Apoſtle. And although thele perfons might be guilty of 
errours, 
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errours, yet the ground of their going to Kowe, was not upon any matter 
of Dorine,whereby they ſought to corrupt the Church of Rowe, but in. 
der to the ages of their Schiſmr, by being admitted into the comm. 
2ion of that Church, Notwithſtanding then wr thing you have pro- 
duced to the contrary, there is no neceſſity of underſtanding perf:4;a, fo 
an errour in matter of Faith, And St. Cyprians mentioning the praiſe Piven 
to the Romans for their Faith by the Apoſtle, was not to ſhew the Oppoi- 
tion between that and the perfidza as an errour in Faith, but that being the 
greateſt Eloginm of the Church of Rome extant in Scripture, he thought ie 
now moſt convenient to ule it, the better to engage Correlins to v 
the proceedings of the Schiſmaticks there. Although withall, 1 luppoſe 
St. Cypriaz might give him ſome taſte of his old office, of a Rhetorician in 
the alluſion between fides and perfidza, without ever intending that perf. 
dia ſhould be taken in any other ſenſe then what was proper to the cay{ 
in hand. | 
You having effefted fo little in the ſolution of his Lordſhips firſt ap. 
ſwer, you have little cauſe to boaſt in your following words, That hew 
his other explication alſo vaniſhes into ſmoak, viz. when he aſſerts that Per. 
fidia non poteſt #ray be taken hyperbolically for non facile potelt ; becanſe thi 
interpretation ſuits not with thoſe high Elogiums given by $t, Cyprian to th 
Roman Church, as being the principal Church, the Church whence Unit of 
« Faith and Diſcipline is derived to all other Chriſtian Churches, If YOu in- 
deed may have the liberty to interpret St. Cyprians words as you pleaſe, 
by adding ſuch things to them, of which there is no intimation in whit 
he ſaith,you may make what you pleale untuitable tothem. For althouoh 
he calls it the principal Church, from whence the Unity of the Prieſthood 
ſprung ;, yet what is this to the Unity of Faith and Diſcipline as derived fron 
thence to all other Churches, as you would perſwade the unwary reader 
that theſe were St. Cyprians words, which are only your groundlek in 
terpretation of them. And therefore there is no ſuch Improbability in 
what his Lordſhip fayes, That this may be only a Rhetorical exceſs of ſpec, 
in which $t. Cyprian may laudando pracipere, by commending them tle 
ſuch, inſtruT them that ſuch indeed they ought to be, to whom perfidiouſaef 
ſhould not get acceſs. And for this he inſtanceth in ſuch another Ahetoricd 
expreſſion of $yneſimns to Theophilus of Alexandria, wherein he telis him that 
he ought to eſteem what his Throne ſhould determine as an Oracle or Dizin 
Law. And certainly this comes nearer Infallibility than that of St. Cypria 
doth. But what inconventency there ſhould be, that St. Cyprian by ths 
interpretation ſhould give no more yy naw to the Church of Rome, 
than to that of Alexandria or Antioch, I cannot eaſily Imagine, till you 
prove ſome greater 1falibility attributed then to the Church of Rome. 
than was to other Apoſtolical Churches : which as yet we are t0 
ſeek for. | | 
But at length (you tell us) after much ado he grants perfidia #2ay be takes 
for errour in Faith, or for perfidions misbelievers and Schiſmaticks, whohul 
betrayed their Faith: but then (ſay you) he cavils with the word Romans. 
This zuſt be limited only to thoſe Chriſtians, who then lived iu Rome, to whou 
qua tales, as long as they continued ſuch, errour in Faith could not have acidþ. 
What you ſay, his Lordſhip, doth at length and after much ado, he did free 
ly and willivgly ; but that you might have occafion for thoſe words, yol 
altered the courſe of his axſwers, and put the ſecord in the laſt place. But 
ſtill you have the unhappineſs to miſunderſtand him. For although he 
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grants that perfidia way relate to errour in Faith, yet asitis hereuſed, it is 
not underſtood of it abſtra&#ly but concretely, tor perfidions misbelievers, 
;.e, ſuch perfidions perſons, excommunicated out of other Chxrches, were 
not likely to get acceſs at Rozze, or to find admittance into their commu- 
nion. And in this ſenſe, it is plain that St. Cyprzar did not intend by theſe 
words, to exempt the Komars from poſſebzlity of errour, but to brand his 
adverſaries with a title due to their merit, calling them perfidions, i. e. 
ſuch as had betrayed or perverted the Faith, When you therefore ask, 
is not this great praiſe 2 I ſuppoſe none but your ſelf would make a queſti- 
onof it, 2iz. that the Church of Rome had then ſo great purity as not to 
admit ſuch perfidions misbelievers into her communion. And i were 
well if the preſent Church of Roxre were capable of the ſame praiſe. But 
when you add, 1t 7s as if St. Cyprianſhould ſay St. Peters See conld not erre 
ſo long as it continued conſtant in the truth ; you wiltully miſunderſtand 
his Lordſhips meaning, who ſpeaks of the perſons and not meerly of their 
eronrs;, but however, is.it not a commendation to ſay that the Chxrch of 
Rome conſiſted of ſuch perſors then who adhered to the Apoſtolical Faith, 
and therefore errour could not have acceſ{ to them? And I look on it as 
ſ great a commendation, that I heartily wiſh it could be verified of your 
church now. Neither is this any fuch Jdentical propoſition as that you 
produce, but only a declaration of their preſent conſtancy, and inferring 
thence, how unlikely it was that erroxrs ſhould be admitted by them. 
His Lordſhip to make it plain that St. ”_ had no meaning to aſſert the 
uerring T»fall;bility of either Pope or Chwrch of Rome, infilts on the conteſt 
which after happened between St. Cyprian and Pope Stephex 3 upon which 
he faith expretly, That Pope Stephen dzd not only 


) 
| 
| 
; 
maintain an errour but the very cauſe of Hereticks, Stepha»»s f-ater noſtey Hereticoram 6auſam 
and that againſt Chriſtians and the _ Church of God, parks ng os —_—_ 
, And after this he chargeth him, with obſtinacy and Eraſm. Baſil. p. 327, 
l preſumption 3 And T hope this is plain enough (faith his 
Lordſhip) to ſhew that $t, Cyprian had no great opinion of the Roman In- 
4 falibility. To this you anſwer, With a famous diſtinion of the Popes V. 134. | 
j erring 4s a private DoGor and as the Univerſal Paitor, and that St. Cyprian 
, might very well be ſuppoſed to think the Pope erred only iz the firſt ſenſe. Not 
t tolpend time inriffg this diſtinCtion of the Popes erring perſonally,but not 
2 Judicially, or as a private DoFor, but not as Vniverſal Paſtor, which it were 
in an caſte matter to do, by manifeſting the incongruity of it, and the ab- 
I ſurdities conſequent upon it, in caſe that do&rine which the Pope erres in, 
e, comes to be judicially decided by him ; It is ſufficient for us at preſent to 
"v WF fhewthat this diſtintion cannot relieve ycu in our preſent caſe. For 
, jour Doors tell us, the Pope then erres perſonally and as a private Door, 
to WW when hecrres only in his own judgement without obliging others to believe, 
What he judges to be trxe ; but then he erres judicially and as Univerſal 
& WW 7oftorwhen he declares his judgement fo as to oblige others to receive it as 


ad Irie, Now can any thing be more evident then that St. Cyprzar judged 
08 Pope Stephen to erre in this /atter and not in the former ſenſe ? For doth 
08 FW he not abſolutely and ſeverely declare himſelf againſt St. Cypriavrs opini- 
ef, Won: condemning it as an erronr and an #-novation 2 But ſay you, He did 
& Wh mtproperly define any do@rine in that conteſtation ; but ſaid nihil mnoverur 
yo! WW nh quod traditum. But was not that the queſtion what was traditnrs 
bu Wand what not, for Cyprian and his party denyed it to be a tradition, which 


be WW Stephen alerted was ſo; and doth he not therefore undertake to c__ 
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ſomething in this cauſe ? But fay you, 7f this arenment hold good againſ 
the Infallibility of Popes, viz. that St. o_—_ held Pope Stephen erred 
therefore the Pope may erre in matters of F aith,jt will be a good conſequence a F 


to ſay $t, Cyprian held Pope Stephen erred, even whilſt he maintained jy 


univerſal immemorial tradition -—= therefore the Pope may erre whilſt 
follows ſuch a tradition. I anſwer, 1. Who beſides you, would not haye 
ſeen, that the queſtion was not, Whether the Pope was Infallible or no 
but whether St. Cyprian judged him to be Infallible or no ? forif it appear 
that St. Cyprian did not judge him Tfallible, then thole former wor, 
cannot be interpreted to ſuch a ſenſe as doth imply Infallibility. 2. Ny 
doubt if the Pope may err in other things, he may err when he thinks he 
follows an aniverſal immemorial tradition ;, not that he doth crr, when he 
doth really follow ſuch a one, but he may err in judging that to bey 
univerſal immemorial tradition which is not : and this was the caſe hy. 
tween St. Cyprian and Pope Stephen ; the Pope pretended to follow an an. 
verſal tradition, St, Cyprian judgeth kim to err in it, and that it was ng 
ſo. And is it not plain ſtill, notwithſtanding theſe frivolous pretence, 
that St. Cyprian bad no opinion at all of the Popes Infal/ibility in any ſenk: 
and therefore out of honour to him, you are bound to interpret hi 
former words to ſome other ſenſe then that of any InfaVlibility inthe 
Church of Rome. Thus all his Lordſhips anſwers ſtanding good, you 
have- gained no preat matter by this firſt teſtimony of St. Cyprian, 
The ſecond Authority is out of St. Hierowre whoſe words are, Th 
Roman Faith commended by the Apoſtle, admits ut 
ſuchpraſtigiz, deceits and deluſtons into it, though 
Angel ſhould Preach it otherwiſe, than it was Preach 
at firſt, being armed and fenced by St. Pauls Authori 
it cannot be changed. Here you tcll us, Tor willing 
ly agree with his Lordſhip that by Romanam fiden, 
St. Hicrom underſtands the Catholick, Faith of Chriſt, and ſoyou concur 
with him againſt Bel/armine, that it cannot be underſtood of the partials 
Church of Rome. But by the way you charge your Adverſarics, wit 
great inconſequence that in this place they make Roman and Caikolickto beth 
ſame, and yet uſually condemn you for joyning as Synonyma's Ronan andCi 
tholick together. A wonderful want of judgement ! as though the Roma 
Faith might not be the Catholick Faith then, and yet the Catholick, Fail 
not be the Roman Faith now. The former ſpeech only affirms that the 
Faith at Rome was truly Catholick ;, the latter implycs that no Faith ca 
be Catholick but what agrees with Rome: and think you there is no difter 
ence between theſe two? But you fay further, That 1his Catholick Fail 
muſt.not here be taken abſtratly that ſo it cannot be changed, for Rufhnusws 
not ignorant of that, but that it muſt be underſtood of the immutable Faithi 
the See Apoſtolick,, ſo highly commended by the Apoſtle and St. Hieron: 
which is founded upon ſuch a rock,, that even an Angel himſelf is not able t 
ſhake it. But St. Hierom ſpeaking this with a reference to that Faith it 
ſuppoſeth the Apoſtle commended in them (although the Apoſtle dothnda 
ſo much commend the Catholickreſfor ſoundneſs of their Faith as the ail 
believing in them, and therefore whatever is drawn from thence, whethe! 
by St. Hierome or any elſe can have noforce in it ; for if he thould inle 
the immutability of the Faith of the Church of Rome from fo apparent) 
weak a foundation, there can be no greater ſtrength in his teſtimony that 


there is in the ground on which it is built ; and if there be any force n 
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this Argument,the Chrch of Theſſalonica will be as Infallible as Rome, for 
her Faith is commended rather in a more ample manner by the Apoſtle 
then that of Rome 1s) St. Hierome, I ay, referring to that Faith he fup- 
poſes the Apoſtle commended in them, muſt only be underſtood of the 
unchaneeableneſs of that fir(t Faith, which appears by the mention of az 
Angel from Heaven Preaching otherwiſe, Which certainly cannot with any 
tolerable ſenſe be meant thus, that St. Hierome ſuppoſed it beyond the 

wer of an Angel from Heaven to alter the Faith of the Roman Church, For 
inthe very ſame Apology he expreſleth his great fears, leſt the Faith of 
the Kowans ſhould be corrupted by the Books of Kuffinus, But, lay you, 
What is this then to Ruftinus, who knew, as well as $t. Hierom, that Faith 
could not change its eſſence £ However, though St. Hierome ſhould here 
ſpeak of the Primitive and Apoſtolical Faith which was then received at 
Rome, that this could receive no alteration ; yet this was very pertinent 
to be told Krffinws, becauſe St, Hierome charges him with an endeavour to 
ſubvert the Faith not meerly at Rowe, but in all other places, by publiſhing 
the Books of Origen with an Excomiaſtick Preface to them; and therefore 
the telling him, The Catholick Faith would admit of no alteration, which 
wasreceived at Roxze as cllewhere, might be an Argument to diſcourage 
him from any attempts of that nature, And the main charge againſt 
Affinus, is not an endeavour to ſubvert meerly the 
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people of Rome, but the Latin Church by his trantlati- 2 tibi ſufficit ſc:ndalum Grecie, niſt fuel 


on; and therefore theſe words ought to be taken 
in their greateſt latitude ; and ſo imply not at all any 1nfa/ib:lity inthe 
Roman Sce. 

The remaining Teſtz1093es of Gregory Nazianzene, Cyril, and. Ruffinus, 
(as appears to any one who reads them) only import that the Romrarr 
Church had to their time preſerved the Catholick Faith 5 but they do not 
alert it impoſſible it ſhould ever do otherwiſe ; or that ſhe is an Infal/i- 
blepreſerver of it, and none of their Teſtimonies are fo proper to the Church 
of Rowe, but they would equally hold for any other Apoſtolical Churches 
atthat time. Gregory Nazianzene indeed ayes, That it would become the 
Church of Rome to hold the entire Faith alwayes : and would it not becom? 
any other Church to do lo to ? doth this import that ſhe ſhall I»fa//ibly do 
It, or rather that it is her d#ty to doit ? And if theſe then be ſuch preenant 
Anthorities with you, it is a ſign there is little or nothing to be found in 
Antiquity for your purpoſe. 

But before we end this Chapter, we are called to a new task on occaſion 
of a Teſtimony of St. Cyril produced by his Lordſhip in ſtead of that in 
larmin which appeared not in that Chapter, where his Name is men- 
tioned. In which he aſlerts, That the foundation and firmneſs which the 
Church of Chri$t hath, is placed not in or upon the perſon, much leſs the Suc- 
ceſour of $t. Peter 3 but upon the Faith which by Gods 
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P. 136, 13”: 


' Fpirit in him he ſo firmly profeſſed : which (faith his Petram opinor per agnominatiquem nihi! 


Lordſhip) #s the common received opinion both of the row! Elem om) bt po 
ancient Fathers and of the Proteſtants, Upon this ſlitafundata & firmata fſet, ut won tave. 


Rock, that Is, Hpon this Faith will Tbuild my Church, retur, & eſſet 1nexpugnabil:s Inſerorum 087- 


tus, in perpetuum manens. S, Cy:il. Alex 


On which occaſion you run preſently out into that Djal.de Trinir, 1.4. P-278. Parif. A, 1604. 


large common place concerning Ti es Fetrxs, and 
ſuper hanc Petra z, and although I ſhould grant all that you fo earneſtly 


contend for, viz. That theſe words are not ſpoken of $t. Perers Conft)ſion,' 


but of his Perſon, 1.know no advantage which will accrue to your cauſe 
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by it. For although very many of the Fathers underſtand this place gf 
St. Peters Confeſſion, as containing in 1t the (ground and Foundation of 
Chriſtian Religion, 7 kou art Chri$t the Son of the Living God, which there. 
fore may well be ſaid tobe the Rock, on which Chriſt would build his 
Church, and although it wereno matter of difficulty to defend this inter. 
pretation from all exceptions; yet becaule I think it not improbahjg 
(the words running by way” of addreſs to St. Peter) that ſomething pee. 
liar to him, is contained inthem, I ſhall not contend with you about thx 
But then, if you ſay that the meaning of St. Peters being the Rock, js, 94, 
conſtant Infallibility in Faith which was derived from St, Peter tothe Chan 
of Rome, as you ſeem to ſuggeſt, you muſt remember you have a ney 
task to make good, and it is not ſaying, That St. Peter was meant by the 
Rock ,will come within ſome leagues of doing it. I pals therefore by thy 
diſcourſe as a thing we are not much concerned in, for it is brought in by 
his Lordſhip as the laſt thing out of that teſtimony of Czr// - but you were 
contented to let go the other more material Obſervations, that YOU might 
more freely expatiate ſuper hanc Tetram., Touching Kuffnws, 1 grant his 
Lordſhip is of opinion, That he ncither did nor could account the Roma 
Church infallible, for which he gives this reaſon, For if he had ſo eſieemedy 
it, he would not have diſſented from it in ſo main a point as is the Canon of 
Scripture as he plainly doth : For reckoning up the Canonical Books, he nujj 
manifeſt diſſents from the Roman Church,” Therefore eithcr Ruffinus dil 
not think the Church of Rome was Infallible, or clſe the Cl.urch of Rome « 
this day reckons up more Books within the Canon, than heretofore ſhe did If 
ſhe do, then ſhe is changed in a main point of Faith, the Canen of Scripture 
and is abſolutely convinced not to be Infallible ;, for if fhe were right ink 
reckoning then, ſhe is wrong now ; and if ſhe be right now, flie was wrong then 
and if ſhe do not reckon now more then ſhe did, when Ruttinus lived, then ts 
reckons fewer than ſhe, and ſo diſſents from her, which doubtleſs he durii nt 
have done, had he thought her judgement Infallible. Tea and be ſets this marl 
upon his diſſent beſides, that he reckons up the Books of the Canon juſt ſo, and 
20 otherwiſe, then as he received them out of the Monnments of the fore-Fu 
thers, and ont of which the aſſertions of our Faith are to be taken. Now what 
have you to ſay to this ſtrong and nervous Diſcourſe of kis Lordſhip? #h 
(torſooth) this argument of the Biſhop is far from being convincing, And 
why fo ? For (lay you) thoughit ſhould be granted that the Catholick Chart 
(the Roman you mean) at preſerrt declares more books to be contained in tl: 
Canon, than ſhe did in Ruftinus his time, yet this could be'no errour inter, 
That is ſtrange, that the Chxrch ſhould declare the Canon to be compleat 
then,without theſe books, and now not tobe, and yet neither time be in an 
errour { No (lay you) unleſs it be ſhewed (which Tam ſure cannot be ) thit 
ſhe condemned thoſe books then as not Divine $cripture,or not Canonical whit 
now ſhe declares to be Divine or Canonical. Excellent good {tiil! that which 
you are ſure cannot beſhewed, 1s obvious to any one that hath eyes 1n his 
head. For Ionly ask you, Whether the Church of Rome did declare any 
Canon Or no,in that age? If #ot, according to your principles thole who 
lived in that age could have no Divine Faith as to the Scripture: it ihe 
did declare the Canon of Scripture, without thele Books, did ſhe not there- 
| by condemn theſe Books to be not Canonical * For you lay, that all are 
' bound to take her judgement what is in the Canon and what not ; if there- 
fore ſhe did not put them into the Canor, did ſhe not leave them out ot 


the Canon e or, Can you find any wedinm between being put in and being 
left 
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left out ? Tes (ſay you) theſe Books were is t then under diſpute +. with whom 

were they under diſpute ? with the Churchof Rome or not ? If with her; 

was ſhe not 1nfalible the mean while, when ſo great a matter as the Cano 

of Scripture was ander diſpute with her ? But this whole bufineſs concern- 

ing the Camor of Scripture 1s largely diſcuſled alread y z Only here it is 

ſufficient to ſhew, how you are pent in on every ſide; ſothat there is no 
bility of getting out. | 

As to the ſtrait (his Lordſhip takes notice of) that the Church of Rome 
is driven to. in borrowing a teſt1mony for her Infallibility from one whom ſhe 
branded with Hereſte in that very Book from whence this teſtimony is taken; 
You anſwer, That it evidently argues the truth and uncorruptedneſs of that 
Church, which is ſo clear that even her Adverſaries cannot but confeſs it. But 
ifthey confeſs it no better then Kyfſinws doth, ſhe will have little cauſe to 
applaud her ſelf for her Integrity in that reſpect. And although a Teſti- 
mony may be taken from perlons ſuſpected in ſome things, yet it argues 
thoſe have bat very few friends, who are fain to make uſe of their emexries 
tobcar witneſs for them. What follows concerning a particular Church 
teing Infallible, becauſe you diſown it (although not conſonantly to the 
ar} ay of your party as was thewed inthe occaſion of the Conterence) 
| pals bY. | 

'The Grolin of the Church of Rome (which his Lordſhip mentions, but 
jou ſay proves ot) you ſhall find abundantly proved before our task is 
over. | 
Your vinidication of Be//arz:iz from inconſiſtency in ſaying A propoſition 
i: oſt true, and yet but peradventure as true as another, is 10 tine and fubtil 
that it were an injury to the Reader to deprive him of the pleaſure of 
peruling it. And yet when all is done, « Propoſetion very falſe might be as 
true as this which Bel/armin ſpeaks of, viz. That the Pope when he teacheth 
the whole Church iz matters of Faith cannot erre, 

And thus I have cleared that there can be no ground of an imputation 
of Schiſzz on our Church trom hence, that the Koran Church is the Catho- 
lickChurch, which acception of the Catholick Church I have manifeſted to 
beas great a ſtranger to Antiquity as it is an enemy to Reaſon : And that 
the calling the Komar Church the Catholick Church, is (as his Lordſhip truly 
laith) a meer Novelty and perfed Jeſuitiſnr. 
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Proteſtants no Schiſmaricks. 


Schiſne a culpable ſeparation 3, therefore the Queition of Schiſm, muſt be deter. 


mined by enquiring into the cauſes of it. The plea ſram the Church 
Rome's being once a right Church,conſudered, No neceſſity of alſigning the 
puniGual trme when errours crept into her. An account why the ovjgingl; of 
errours ſeem obſcure. By Stapleton's confeſſion, the Roman and Catholick 
Chureh were not the ſame. The faip1y of that aſſertion manifeſted, Thy 
there could be no pure Church ftnce t Apoſtles times, if the Roman Church 
were corrupt. No one particular Church free ſrom corruptions 5 yet no ſepa- 
ration from the Catholick Church. How far the Catholick, Ghurch may be 
ſaid toerre, Men may havg diftin& communion from any one particuly 
Church, yet not ſeparate ſrom the Catholick Church. The Teſtimony of Pe. 
trus de Alliaco vindicated, Bellarmin xof miſ-cited. Almain full tohi 
Lordſhips purpoſe. The Romanilts guilty of the preſent $chiſzr, and ni 
Proteſtants, In what ſenſe there can be no juſt cauſe of Schiſm 5, and loy 
far that concerns our caſe, Proteſtants did not depart from the Clurch 
of Rome, but were thruſt out of it. The Vindication of the Church 
Rome for 8chiſmr, at laſt depends upon the two falſe Principles, Of her hy 
fallbility, and being the Catholick Church, The Teſtimonies of $. Bernard 
axd $, Auſtin ot to the purpoſe. The Catalogue of Fundamental;, tle 
Churches not erring, &c. referr d backto their proper places. 


Efore I come to examine the particulars of this Chapter, it will bene- 

ceflary to ſee, what the ſtate of the Controverlie was, concerning 
Schiſm, between his Lordſhip and his Adverſary. His Lordſhip deliver 
his tenſe clearly and fully in thefe words; Tis #00 true indeed, that thertis 
a miſerable rent in the Church, and I make no queſtion but the beſt men dome 
bemodn it; nor is he a Chriſtian that would not have Unity, might he have i 
with irath. But, 1 never ſaid, nor thought, that the Proteſtants made thi 
rent, The cauſe of the Schiſm is yours ; for you thruſt us from you, becauſe w 
call'd for truth, and redreſs of abuſes. For a $chiſm muſt needs be theirs whik 
the cauſe of it is. he woe runs full out of the mouth of Chriſt ever againſt hin 
that gives the offence 5 not againſt him that takes it ever, And in the Mar 
gent, ſhewing that a ſeparation may ſometimes be neceſſary, he inſtanceth in 
the orthodox departing from the communion of the Arrians : upon which he 


ayes; It cannot be that a man ſhould do well in making a Schiſm. Then 


ey be therefore a neceſſary ſeparation, which yet incurrs not the guilt i 
Schiſm; and that is, when Doctrines are taught contrary to the Catholic, 
Faith, And after faith, The Proteſtants did not depart : for, departure s 
voinntary, ſo was not theirs ;, Tſay not theirs, taking their whole body and calf 
together, For, that ſome among them were peeviſh, and ſome ignorantly ut 
los, is neither to be doubted, nor is there danger in confeſſing it. Your bod) 
#s not ſo perfect (T wot well) but that many amongſt you ar: as pettiſh and # 
ignoranily zealous as any of ours. Tou muſt not ſuffer for theſe, nor we ji 

ihoſe, nor ſiould the Church of —_ for either. And when A. C. faith, Thi 

{heugh the Church of Rome did thruſt the Proteſtants from her by excommv 

nication, yet they had firſt divided themſelves by obſtinate holding and teach 

ng 0p147005 contrary to the Reman Faith, His Lordſhip anſwers, $0 then 

in 
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firſt juſt cauſe af it 5 not he 
that makes an aFJual ſeparation upon a juſt cauſe preceding. And this 3s jo 
evident a Truth, that A. C. cannot deny it, for he ſayes it is 20ſt true, Theſe 
pallagesI have laid together, that the Reader may clearly underſtand 
the full ſtate ofthis great Controverſie concerning Schiſzr; the upſhot of 
which, is, that it is agreed between both parties, that all ſeparation from 
communion with a Church, doth not involve init the guilt of $ch7/zz, bur 
only ſuch a ſeparation as hath no ſufficient - or groxnd tor it. So that 
the Queſtion comes to this, Whether your Church were not guilty of fuch 
erours and corruptions, as gave ſuffcient cauſe for ſuch a ſeparation. 
The Queſtion being thus ſtated, we now ccme to conlider how you make 
good your part 1n It, 

Your fir{t pretence is (if reduced into argument, for you ſeem to have 
a particular pique againſt a clole way of diſputing) That your Church is a 
rieht and orthodox Church, and therefore could never give any juſt cauſe of 
ſeparation ffom it. For the Lady asked (as A. C. would have it) Whether 
jh Roman Church was not the right Church; not.,be not. but, was not + that 
s, relating to the times, before the breach was made. Now his Lord- 
ſhip tells him, That as to the terms he might take his choice; For the Church 
of Rome zeither 3s, nor was the right Church, as the Lady deſired to kear, 4 
particular Church it is, and was, and in ſome times right, and in ſome times 
wrong : but the right Church, or the Holy Catholick Church, it never was, nor 
ever can be, And therefore was wot ſuch before Luther and others left it, or 
were thruſt ſrom it, 4 particular Church it was ;, but then A. C. is not diſtini# 
enough here neither, For the Church of Rome, both was, and was not a right 
or orthodoxx Church before Luther made a breach from it, For the word ante, 
before, may look upon Rome, and that Church a great way off, or long _ 5 
and then in the prize times of it, it was a moſt right and orthodox Church. 
But it ray look alſo nearer home, and upon the immediate times before Luther, 
ar ſome ages before that : and then in thoſe times Rome was a corrupt and 
tainted Church, far (ay being Kight. And yet both theſe times. before Lu- 

. Andiohe concludesthat Section with this clauſe, 

That the Roman Church which was once right, is now become wrong, by ene- 
bracing aperſtition and errour. And what ſay you now to all this > Two 
things you have to return in anſwer tO it, or at leaſt to theſe two all 
that you ſay may be reduced. 1. That if the Roman Church was right once, 
tisſoſtill. 2. That if the Roman Church were wrong before Luther, the Ca- 
tholick Churchwas ſo too, Theſe two containing all that is ſaid in this 
cale, muſt be mere particularly diſcutled. 

I. ihgt if the Roman was the right Church, it ſtill is ſo, ſeeing no change 
an be ſewn iz ber DoJrine. If there have been a change, let it appear when, 
and 
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and in what the change was made, Thus you lay : but you know his Lots. 
{hipnever granted, that the Koran Church ever was the right Church (in 
the ſenſe you take thoſe words for the true Catholick, Church ;,) that i 
Was OnCe a right particular Church he acknowledged, and as ſuch was 
terwards tainted with errofirs and corruptions. It ſo, you deſire to hyyy 
what theſe were, and when they came in; to the former I ſhall reſerye 4, 
Anſwer till I|-come to the third part of my task, where you ſhall haye 1, 
account of them ; to the latter, the time when theſe came in, becauſe thi, 
is ſo much inſiſted on by your party, I ſhall return you an Anſwer jn thi 
place. And that ſhall do in theſe following Propoſitions. 

I. Nothing can be more unreaſonable, than to deny, that errours and cy. 

ruptions have come into a Church, meerly becauſe the punGual time of the 
coming in cannot be aſſigned. For, Will any one queſtion the birth cf x 
Infant, becauſe he cannot know the time of his _—_ ? Will anyone 
deny there are tares in the ficld, becauſe he did not fee them fown? ang 
our Saviour hath told us , That the tz» of jowing tares by the enemy, 
was, when the men were aſſeep. Sowe ſay, The errours and corruptions 
your Church came in, in a time of great 1grorance, when little notice wa 
taken of them, and few records preſerved of thoſe times and all the paſ. 
ſages of them. Since Learning and Religion commonly decay and Uh 
rith together, How is it poſſible there ſhould be as exact an account giyen 
of the decay of Rcligion, as of the flouriſhing of it ? Beſides, Arethere 
not many things you judge errours and corruptions your ſelves, which 
you can giveno account when they firſt entrcd into the Church? Ag the 
neceſſity of communicating Infants; name us the perſon who firſt broached 
that DoCtrine,and the time in which it was firſt received in the Church? 
That no ſouls of men departed, ſhall ſee God till the day of relurretion, 
1s, I ſuppoſe, with you, an errour ; yet it would puzzle you to find outthe 
firſt Authour of it. So for the rebaptizing Hereticks, and many things 
a like nature, it 1s caſter to ſhew, when they appeared publickly, than 
when they hr(t came into the Church. And as evident 1s 1t, inthe decay 
of the primitive Diſcipline of the Chwrch, the altering the orders of pen- 
tents, and the rites belonging tothem, the leaving of the communicatoy 
Letters between Churches, and many other cuſtomes of the Church grom 
into diſuſc ; and yet I ſuppoſe you will not preſume to name the perſons 
who firſt altered the former orders of the Charch ; and methinks, this 
as reaſonable as the naming the punctual time when other corruption 
came in. It youſay, the primitive Diſcipline decayed gradually and i 
ſenſibly ; ſo fay I, that the Churches corruptions came in as the other wet 
Out, in the fame gradual and inſenſible manner ; and if you cannot name 
the preciſe time of the one, it is not reaſonable you ſhould expett tie 
other from us. 

2. We may have ſufficient reaſon to judge what are errours and corruption 
in a Church, though we cannot fix on the time when they came in : Which is 
by comparing them with that Rule of Faith which is delivered down by 

an interrupted tradition to us, and with the practice of the firſt Ages ofthe 
Chriſtian Church, What is apparently contrary to either of theſe, vt 
have reaſon to reje&, though we cannot determine when it firſt camein 
For as long as theſe are our certain ſtandards, it matters not who firſt d& 
parted from them, as long as we ſee that they have departed. But whe 
we own anabſolute and intallible Rule of Faith and manners, to queſtion, 
Whether any thing contrary toit, be an errour or no, becauſe we cant 
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ell when it firſt began, would be, as ifthe Agyptians, when they ſaw their 
Land overfiowed by the Nile, ſhould queſtion, Whether it were fo or no, 
becauſe they could not find out the head of Nils. 

2. They who aſſert their Dorines and Prattices to be Apoſtolical, are bound 
toſbew the continued ſucceſſion of them from the dpefiles times, And if they 
fail in thisqupon their own principles, they mult be erroxrs and corruptions,, 
though the punctual time of their firſt obtaining 1n the Church, cannot be 
ſet down. Since therefore you affirm, you are bound to prove. If you 
ſay, The judgement of your Chxrch being infallible, you need prove no 
morethan that. I anſwer, you muſt prove that this -fa//zbilzty then, hath 
heen ever received in the Chxrch; but ifthere be not the leaſt tootſtep of 
tin the records of the ancient Church, we juſtly look on this as an error 
ofthe firſt magnitude, though we cannot tell you the minute of its firſt ri- 


ing, 
L IWe have ſufficient evidence from your ſelves, that many Doctrines and 
Practices are owned by you, which are of no great antiquity in the Chriſtian 
Church, Thus, by the confeffion of Scotws, Tranſubſtantiation is no elder 
than the Council of Lateran, Purgatory not much heard of in the primitive 
Church by the acknowledgement of Biſhop Fiſher, Communion in one kind 
confelled by moſt to be contrary to the primitive practice and inſtitution, 
Irager in an unknown tongue can be no elder than the general diſuſe of the 
Litin tongue in the Koman Provinces, And lo for many others, for which 
wehave the confeſſions of your own party ; but I need not infiſt upon that, 
ſnce your very Doctrine of the Charches power to declare matters of 
Fath, may make things zeceſ/ary in one Age, which were not in a foregoing, 
and, in that caſe, ſure it is no great dithculty to tcll you, when ſome things 
ofSchoot-poirts became neceſſary Doctrines ; but then the Queſtion goes off 
from the ti-ze to the zratter, Whether any thing declared by your Church 
can be an errour : but of that, enough hath been ſaid already. 
$. There may be a ſufficient account given, why the beginnings of erronrs 
ind corruptions in your Church have been ſo olſcure  becanſe they came not 
mallof a ſudden, but ſome at one time, ſome at another, becaxſe they riſe 
prnnally, as 1s apparent in i-vocation of Saints, and Worſhip of Images, 
caxſe many of thoſe things which ended in great corrptions, were taken 
upat firſt out of good deſigns, ro win more upon the Geztzle world, be- 
cauſe many things were at tir{t praCtiſed freely, which afterwards were ur- 
ged as neceſſary 5 becauſe Barbariſmr came into the Church along with theſe 
crruptions z becauſe many who gave occalion to them, were perſons of 
neat eſteem in their age, and others {trove to follow their example more 
thanthe Rule; becauſe the ſtate of the Church did very much alter from it 
ſelfinſeveral ages, which altercd mens apprehenſions and judgements of 
things, in regard of their ſuitableneſs and neceflity; becanſe thoſe perſons 
vo brought in, and contended for thele things, were the perſons chiefly 
n power then inthe Chnrch, which hindered their being calt out of com- 
munion as others had been becauſe a long time molt of theſe errours and 
Orruptions, were but the private opinions and practices of a faction , 
though then the more prevalent in the Church, and therefore not fo vehe- 
mently oppoſed in the tirſt riſe of them, as when this impoſthumated mat- 
trwas grown to a head, and then there was a neceſlity of Jancing it. 
Theſe, and ſeveral other reaſons might be given, why the firſt originals of 
rours and corruptions in your Church, cannot with ſo much clearneſs be 
Mniteſted, as that they were errours and corruptions : Although _ 
who 
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who would take the pains to travel in an argument of that nature, might 
with very great probability, trace the moſt both of your errours and gx. 
ruptions to the time and age, when they were firſt publickly owned ang 
received. But thus much may here ſuthce as to your demand, That j 


your Church be not the ſame ſhe was, we ſhould mention the time, whey | 


change was made, As though Chronical diſtempers could not be known 


unleſs we could ſet down the punctual zizze of their firſt on-ſet. The g; 


ſtempers of your Church are He&ical, | wiſh not in that reſpect, that the 
are ſeldome fully diſcovered, till they be incurable. 

2. You anſwer, That if your Church hath erred, the Catholick Churchhyg; 
done ſo too, for which you fay two things. 1. That in this diſpute the Rg. 
man Church, and the Catholick Church, are all one. 2. That then there wx 
one viſible Church untainted, uncorrupt. right, orthodox throughout the wy 
world. 1. You learnedly tell us, T hat the Roman and Catholick Chu 
are all one in this diſpute, and moſt diſcreetly tell his Lordſhip, Thy 4; 
beegs the Dneſtion in ſuppoſing the contrary; but you know whole arts the 
are to charge their neighbours with that, they were ſure to be told 
themſelves, if the other had ſpoke firſt. But very worthily you proj 
this, from D. Stapletoz, who offers to confirm his aſſertion by that which 
overthrows yours. He fayes, That amongſt the Ancients, the Rony 
Church, and the Catholick Church were taken for the ſame, and his reaſon 
becauſe the communion of the Roman Church was oſt certainly an! eviden) 
with the whole Catholick, And, Can any thing then be more plain, tha 
that the Roman and Catholick Church were not the ſame ? For, Can an 
thing be the meaſure of it ſelf? If it were therefore Catholick, h. 
cauſe agrecing with the Catholick Church , then it was not cauſa 
the Catholick Church , but only by way of communion and partici. 
tion, If I ſhould ſay, That a man and a living-creature, are the 
ſame, and ſhould give this reaſon for it, Becauſe man agrees in ever 
thing with the nature of a living creature 3 doth this imply, that the fr 
mal notion of man, and a living-creature, arethe ſame? or only that ma 
partakes1o much of the propertics of a living creature, that he may yel 
receive the denomination ? So it is here with the Roman Church, thi 
might well be called Catholick by the Ancients, becaule it did partake 
the properties of the Catholick Church, but not as though the formal Res 
ſon of a Churches being Catholick, came from partaking of communion yh 
the Roman Church ; as you aflert, wherein you are diametrically opps 
ſite to Stapleton, tor he makes the reaſon, why the Roman Church was (: 
tholick, to be, Becauſe it had communion with the Catholick, Church, 8; 
which it 1s evident, that the notion of the Catholick Church was much lu: 
ger than that of the KRoxzar Church. Beſides, Stapleton only faith, Thi 
the Ancients thought ſo, and furely they thought 1o only of the Ronu 
Church of their own time 5 which might then have certain communicn 
with the Catholick Church, and yet not have fo in the next age enſuing; 
therefore, though the Catholick Church continue ever the ſame, and i 
corrupt, it will by no means follow, that the Koxzar Church muſt do b 

too. Whatever A.C. or you underſtand by the Catholick, Church, is nt, 
as you elſewhere phraſe it, a ſtraws matter, unleſs you proved better tha 
you have done, that the proper notion of the Holy Catholick Church, istht 
lame with thoſe who agree with the Church of Rome in Dorine and Comme 
2i0n, Whichis your fundamental miſtake, and a thing you would fa 


have taken for granted, without the leaſt ſhadow of a 1olid proof, h 
| 
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* Bur there may be more force in your ſecond Anſirer, That if the Ro- © 
man Church were wrong and corrupted, it follows, that not only for ſome time, P. 14;, 
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| but for many ages before Luther, yea cven up to the Apoſtles times, there was 
; #0 one viſible Church untainted, uncorrupt, right, orthodox throughont the 


whole world. It were worth our while to know what ycu mean by 20 oz 
Viſible Church 5 Do you think there are, or may be, more Viſtble Churches 
than one, taking the YViſeble Church in its proper ſenſe for the Catholick 
rifible Church 2 If this be your meaning in general, how unhappily ſoever 
it be exprelied, viz, that then it follows, there conld be no Viſible Church at 
; al with whom we might have communion ;, | ſee pot how it is proved by 
what you bring : Burt if this be all you aim at (for no further your argu- 
ments will carry you) that there was #0 one Viſible Church untainted, 1. e. 
| none Church of a diftinct communion from other Churches altogether free 
| from errours I ſee no ſuch dangerous conſequence in the owning it. But 
if it were ſo, when Luther began to oppole the corruptions of the Church 
of Rowe, How doth it follow that it muſt be fo ever wp to the Apoſtles 
times? But we ought to ſcc, how you prove your aflertion. For if in all 
thoſe Ages the Roman Church were wrong, corrupted, and tainted ;, and all 
thoſe likewiſe that diſagreed from ber, viz. Huſſites, Albigenſes, Waldenſes, 
Wicklevites, Greeks, Abvilins, Armenians, &c. had in them corrupt Doc- 
trine during thoſe ages (as tis certain they had, neither could the Relator de- 
wit) I ſay, 1f the Roman Church was thus corrupt: it follows, that not only 
for ſome time, but for MANY ages before Luther, yea even up to the Apoſtle $ 
times, there was no one Viſible Church untainted, incorrupt, right, and or- 
thdox,, throughout the whole world, And conſequently, that during the 
/ {ud ages, every good Chriſtian was in conſcience obliged in ſome point of Chri- 
ian belief or other, to contradict the Doctrine, and deſert the communion 0 

dl Viſible Churches in the world, &c. Whence it would further follow, that 
Schiſm or ſeparation ſrom the external communion of the wholeChurch wright be 
7 wt only lawful, but even neceſ/ary 5 which is impoſſible. as being contrary to the 
wryejjential predicates of Sckijm, which is defined to be, A voluntary or wilful 
1 departure (ſuch as 110 ju5t cauſe, or reaſon, can be given of it) ſtrom the conmmu- 
nion of the whole Church, Three things this diſcourſe of yours may be re- 
. W Glved into, 1. That if in Luthers time the Roman Church was corrupt, then 
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. there was no one Viſible Church uncorrupt, 2. That if ſo, it follows that there 
\ WW 7 none wncorrupt even up to the Apoſtles times. 3. That if there were 

wo one Viſible Church uncorrupt , then it was neceſſary to ſeparate ſront 
< the external communion of the whole Church. Toevery one of theſe I (hall 


5 MW curna peculiar and diſtinct Anſwer. To the fiſt I ſay, That the utmoſt 

you cati prove from hence, is, That there was #0 one Church of any di- 
1, WM Sin communion ſrom others, which was free from all errours. And what 
great abſurdity is there in ſaying ſo 2 Unleſs you could prove, that there 


. muſt beſozrc ove Church in all ages of the world, which muſt be free from 
all kind or poſlibility of errour. And when you have done this, I ſhall 


acknowledge it abſurd toſay the contrary ; but otherwiſe that very ſup- 
\< polition ſeems to have the greater abſurdity init 3 becauſe it reſtrains the 
utmoſt ſuppolable priviledges of the truly Catholick Church, to a particular 

TVs Church of ſome one denomination. What then if we grant that in Luthers 
he time, there was 220 one Viſble Church free from errours and corruptions ? 
Whatif we ſhould ſay, inour own times? What if, in elder times ? For 
Ci that which is poſſible to be, may be ſuppoſed actually in any time, If it 
poſlible for one particular Church to fall into erroxrs and corruptions, 

Bt Why is it not for another ? (unleſs _ particular priviledge of a 
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-lity be pretended ; but that 1s not our preſent Queſtion) if it be poſſihl. 
for every particular Church to fall into errour, Wh y may not that pollihi. 
lity come into act in one Age, as well as ſeveral? Is there any promiſe tha 
there ſhall be a ſucceſſion and courle of erring 1n Ckxrches, thar Ohs 
Church muſt erre for one age, and another for the next ? but thay j 
ſhall never fall out, that by any mcans whatſcever they ſhall erre x A 
ther ? If there be no ſuchpromile to the contrary, the reaſon of the th 
will hold, that they may all crre at the ſame time. No, lay you, for thy 
it would follow, that the Catholick Church might crre. To that I anſye 
x. Either you mean by that, that all ſocieties in the Chriſtian world ny 


- concurr in the ſame errowr, or elſe that ſeveral of them may have ſeygy 


erroxrs : and this latter is it only which you prove. for you do not luppoſ 
that the Romaniſts, Huſſites, Albigenſes, &c. were all guilty of the ja 
errours, but that theſe {cveral ſocieties were guilty of ſeveral erronrs; an 
therefore from hence it follows not, that they may all concurr 1 the ſans 
errour, Which is the only way to prove that the Church as Catholick my 
crre, for otherwiſe you only prove, that the ſeveral particular Churcy, 
which make up the Catholick, may fall intoerrour. 2. Suppoling all thel 
Churches ſhouid agree in one errour, (which 1s more than you havepry. 
ved, or, ic may be, can) have you proved that they concurr in ſuch 4 
error, which deſtroies the Being of the Catholick Church For you would 
do well to evince. that the Church is ſecured from any but fuch errour 
which deſtroy its Being; for the mcans of proving, T hat the Catholi 
Church cannot erre, arc built on the promiſes of its perpetaity 5 now thok 
can only prove that the Church is ſecured trom Findamental errours, fo 
thoſe are ſuch only which deſtroy its Being. And fo his Lordſhip tdj 
you, That the whole Church cannot univerſally erre in the DoG@rine of Fit 
is moſt true, and granted by divers Proteſtants (ſo you will but underſ! :nd it 
not erring in abſolute Fundamental Do@rines) and this he proves, fromtig 
promiſe of Chriſt, That the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt it, So tha 
the Catholick Chnrche's not erring.and the perpetiily of the CathelickCling 
do with us, mean the ſame thing. For his Lordſhip grants, That ſhe mg 
erre in ſuperſiruures, and deductions, and other By, and Unnecc{/ary truth, 
if her curioſity. or other weakneſs, carry her beyond, or cauſe ker 1o fall ſt 
of her Kule, There is thena great ditterence between ſaying, That thecs 
tholick Church canmot erre, which is no more than toſay, That there ſul 
be alwaies a Catholick Church, and ſaying, That there mnſt be alwaies ſom 
one Viſible Church, which muſt be free from all errour and corruption. Fa 
this we deny, and you produce no reaſon at all to prove it. Granting, 
that all particular Charches, whether of Roxaniſts, Greeks, or others, ar 
ſubject to errours and corruptions, ve aflert no more of them, than you 
grant your ſelves, that any particular Church is ſubject to; for the onh 
ground, why you would have ycur C:xrch exempt from errour, 1s, the 
luppoſing her not ro be a particular,but the CatholickChurch,which implis, 
that if ſhe were culy a particular Church(as ſhe is noimore)ſhe might be fuk 
Jecr to erroxrs as well as other Churches, And what incongruity then there 
15In aflerting, that there may be #0 one Viſtble Chxrch of any particular 
denomination free from all crrour and corruption, I cannot underſtand, 
But further, you ſay, 1f there were no one Viſible Church then free fron 
errour, it follows, not only for ſome time, but for many ages veſore Luther, tl 
even up to the Apoſtles times, there was no one Viſible Church untainted 
throughout the whole world. Not to meddle with the truth of the thing, 
Whether there were fo or no, the conſequence is that, we are now to ex: 
amine; 
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"nine ; that if it were fo in Lutkers time, it muſt be ſo even up to the 
Apoſtles times, The proot of which depends upon the impoſſibility of a 
Ctarches degencracy in Faith or Manners, and fo ſuppoſeth the thing in 

ucſtion, that there muſt be ſome one Viſtble Church ablolutely Exempt 
from all impoſſibility of crrour. For othc1 wile that might be tre in one 
age, which might nct in another, For although we lay, that particular 
Churches may crre, and be corrupt, we do not ſay, that it is neceſlary they 
ould alwaics be fo. For, in ſome ages particular Churches may be free 


from errour and cerrupticn, and yet in another age be overipread with - 


them. And thus we atlert it to have been with the Rowan Church : for 
kis Lordſhip faith, In the prime times it was 4 moſt right and orthodox 
Church, but in the immediate times before.Luther, or in ſome ages before, 
that it was 4 corrupt and tainted Church: And ſo in thoſe times in which it 
was right, thoſe might be heretical who did not communicate with it, not 
meerly becauſe they did not communicate with it, but becauſe in not com- 
municating with 4 right and orthodox Church they ſhewed themſelves 
puilty of fome error or corruption. We {ce then, there IS no Comexion 
nthe world in the parts of your conſequence, That if it were ſo at one time, 
it muſt be ſo alwaies; if in the time of Luther, it muſt be ſo even up to the 
#peſiles times. | . 
3. Frem hence you ſay it will follow, That it will be neceſſary to ſeparate 
for the external communion of the whole Church, T anlwer, there can be 
wſcparation from thewhole Church, but in fuch things wherein the Unity 
of the whole Church lyes ; for ſeparation 18 a violation of ſome Union © now 
when men ſeparate from the errours of all particular CErches, they do 
wt ſeparare from the whole, becauſe thoſe things which one ſeparates 
fomthoſe particular C-nrches for, are not ſuch, as make all them put to- 
xether to be the whole, or Catholick Church, This muſt be ſomewhat fur- 
ther explained. There are two things conliderable in all particular 
Chirches ; thoſe things which belong to it as a Church, and thoſe things 
which belong to it as a particular Church, Thoſe things which belong to it 
&aChurch, are the common /igaments or grounds of union between all 
particular Clurches, which taken together, make up the Catholick Church : 
Thoſe things which belong to it as a particular Church, are ſuch as it may 
retain the eſlence of a Charch without. Now, I lay, Whoſoever ſeparates 
from any particular Charch (much more from all) tor fuch things without 
which that can be no Church, ſeparates from the communion of the Catho- 
ickChyrch ; but ke that ſeparates only from particular Churches as to 
ſuch things which concern not their Being, is ovly ſeparated from the com- 
nuion of thoſe Churches, and not the Catho/ick, And therefore, ſuppoling 
tharall particular Chxrches have ſome crrours and corruptions in them, 
though I ſhould ſeparate from thezz al/, 1 donot ſeparate from the wmr- 
muon of the whole Church, unleſs it be for ſomething, without which 
thole could be no Chyrches. An evidence of which, is, that by my decla- 
ing the grounds of my ſeparation to be ſuch errours and corruptions,which 
aecrept into the communion of fuch Churches, and impoled on me in or- 
dertoit, I withall declare my readineſs to joyn with them again, if thoſe 
frours and corruptions be left out. And where there is this readineſs 
of communion, there is no abſolute ſeparation from the Church as ſuch, but 
oy ſuſpending communion till ſuch abuſes be reformed. Which is there- 
fore more properly a ſeparation ſrom the erronrs, than the communion of 
ucha Church, Wheretore if we ſuppoſe that there is ro one Viſeble Church, 
Vv 2 whole 
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Com infiaiti abuſus, $4 ſm ita quog, & he- 
re/es, per tolum nunc Ch, if: avam orbem ins 
waleſcant ; + ccleſiam Dei legitims indigere Chriſtian world ;, ſo that it is plain, The Church of Gul 


rf Alliaco 1b. de Refort Ecclet. Fetrus ſtands in need of due reformation. From which hi 


P.143- 


wheſe communion 1s not tainted with ſome corruptions, though, if the 
corruptions be injoyned as conditions of communion, I cannot commu. 
cate with any of thoſe Churches, yet it follows not that I am ſeparated from 
the external communion of the Catholick Church, but that I only ſuſtes} 
communion with thoſe particular Churches,till I may fately joyn with they 
As, ſuppoſe all the particular men can converſe with, were infetted with 
Leproſie, my not aſſociating with them, doth not 1mply that am ſepar. 
ted from the communion of all »2ankizd, but that I am loath to be jg 
fected as they are, and therefore withdraw my ſelf till I can meet yi 
ſuch healthful perſons with whom I may ſafely aflociate again. And if. 
veral other perſons be of the ſame mind with me, and we therefore Jojn 
together; Do we therefore divide our ſelves from the whole world by . 
ly taking care of our own fatety ? And eſpecially if any company of! fuck 
leprous perſons ſhould reſolve that none ſhould live among them, butfug) 
as would eat of thoſe meats which brought that diſtemper upon them; 
our withdrawing our ſelves, and aſſociating without them will {till ap 
pear more reaſonable and commendable. Therefore we ſay, We dong 
neceſlarily ſeparate from all Churches that have erroxrs or corruptions 
them, ſuppoſing thoſe errours and corruptions be not i#poſed on ug, 
conditions of communion; and thence though we ſhould grant, No one nj. 
ble Church free from taint or corruption, yet it is not neccllary we ſhouid 
ſeparate from them all : For we may lawfully joyn in Communion with 
Churches having errours and corruptions, if our joyning be not an appre 
bation of them. Thus though the Greeks, Armenians, Albigenſes, Abym: 
may have ſome errours, or corruptions, yet if they be not Fundament, 
and be not injoyned as neceſlary to be approved in order to their Con- 
munion , notwithſtanding them, we may lawfully Communicate with 
them. It doth not then at all follow, that if there may be 20 one aiſle 
Church free fromerrour and corruption, it would be neceſlary to ſeparte 
from the Communion of the Catholick Church : becauſe 1. All thoſepar 
ticular Churches may not make thoſe errours conditions of Communin, 
2. Though they did, we ſeparate not from them as Catholick , but as co: 
rupt and erroneous particular Churches, And therefore you might hax 
{pared your labour in telling us from the Holy Fathers, and the Revere 
and learned Dr. Hammond, That it can never be lawful to ſeparate from tt 
Catholick Church, for we allert the ſame, but have made it appear thatit 
follows not from the premiſes which were laid down. 

His Lordſhip having ſaid, That the Roman Church before Luther ws, 
corrupt and tainted Church, in his Margin produceth a Citation to tht 
purpoſe of Cardinal de Alliaco, who acknowledgeth 
infinite abuſes, Schiſms and Hereſies to prevail overit 


Lordſhip faith, That it will hardly ſink into any mai 
judgement that ſo great a man, as Pet.de Alliaco was in that Church, ſoo 
ſpeak thus if he did net ſee ſome erronrs in the DoF@rine of that Church a wil 
4s the manxers, Tothis you anſwer, That he ſpeaks not of falſe Dofrin 
taught by the Roman Church, but of Schiſms and _—_ raiſed againſt ik 
Clarrch ( not foſtered by her) in all parts of Chriſtendom. But I appeal to 


any inditterent Reader of this Teſtimony, whether he can conceive 
the Cardizal intended to acquit or accuſe the Roman Church in thoſe word 


of his. For taking themin your ſenſe,they muſt coytain a high —_— 
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ation of the Roman Church, that in the midſt of lo many Hercſies and 
Schiſms raiſed againſt her, ſhe preſerved her Faith entire; and think you 
that he that ſaid, The Church of God needed reformation, thought there 
was nothing in the Chyrch which ſtood inneed of it? And therefore this 
Teſtimony doth luffciently prove that the Roman Church was a tainted 
and corrupted Church. 

If there be ſufficient evidence, that there are tares ſown inthe Church of 
Rome, it is not to much purpoſe to enquire Whether they were ſown 
while the Biſhops ſlept, or whether they themſelves did not help to ſow then, 
But it ſeerns i» their private capacities they might ſow them, as private Do- 
Zors, and then it is not likely that in their publick capacity they would 
pluck them up. 7 the Catholick, Faith only, as you tell us, oblige ws to 
maintain that the Pope is Infallible when he defines a General Council ; then 
there will be opportunity enough for errours to be ſown, and grow up 
inthe interval of ſuch detinitions. But you further add, That though this 
be all which men are obliged to maintain (tor no man can be bound to im- 
poſſibilities) get that it 3s a very pious opinion to hold, That no Popes have 
perſonally erred as private Dodors, i.e. you have a very good mind to 
maintain it, if zou knew how: for that is the meaning of your pious opini- 
on. For if you thought it had been defenſible, no doubt it had been de 
fide long ago. But it was hard thwarting the Records of former ages 
whercin the errours of Popes, and their mutual contradictions are ſo viti- 
ble to all that ſearch after them, and therefore it was wiſely concluded 
that this ſhould not be held de fide, but,if any would venture upona thing 
bacceptable at Koxre as Perſonal Infallibility is, it ſhould be accounted a 
very piows undertaking. And accordingly Bellarmin hath with the great- 
et care and induſtry endeavourcd it in leveral Chapters; burt,as his Lord- 
ſkip truly faith, AZ Bellarmin's labour thongh great and full of art, is not 
ele towaſh them cletn. And this (if you had undertaken the defence of 
Felarmin ) ſhould have been made good ; but fince you are ſo cautious as 
not to think your ſelf obliged to db it, I commend your diſcretion in it, 
and proceed. I cannot fee that his Lordſhip is guilty of a falſe quotation 
of Bellarmin for that ſaying, Et Papas quoſdam graves errores ſemindſſe in 
Eccleſia Chriſti, luce clarins eft, tor he doth not ſeem at all to Cite BeVarmin 
for it 5 but having Cited the place juſt before, where he endeayours to 
vindicate the Popes from all errors 3 he adds this expreſſion, as direftly 
contrary to his deſign, that though he had endeavoured fo much to clear 
them from errours, yet that they had ſown ſome grievous errours in the 
Cherch was as clear as the day 3 and as it immediately follows is proved by 
Jar, Almain, &c. And therefore it was only your own oſcitancy which 
made you ſet it in the Contents of your Chapter, that Cardizal Bellarmin 
ws moſt falſly quoted by him. But that falſeneſs which with ſo much con- 
idence you charge his Lordſhip with,rebounds with greater force on your 
elf, when you fay, That Almain ſpeaks not of errours in Faith at all, but 
only of errours, or rather abuſes in point of manners; whereas he not only 

alerts but largely proves, That the Pope may err, not 


only perſonally but judicially, and in the ſame Chapter a 1D = p—_— a po 


Ingsthat remarkable Inſtance of the evident con- AauRtorir. Ecclef. cap. x0. 


tradition between the definitions of Pope Nicolays 3, Lyorwum unu determinavit judicialiter, Chrie 
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and John 22, And. Platina tells us, that John 22. £47, drefeer mil benie in comma 


declared them to be Hereticks who held according 
to the former definition. And, Is this only concerning ſome abuſes 
in 
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abuſes in point cf manners, and not concerning errours in Faith that 4. 
ain (peaks ? You might as well ſay {oof Lyra, who ſaid, That many Popes 
have Apoſtatized from the Faith 5, of Cuſanus, why 


Lyra in Marth, 16. ny Cencerd, Ly faith, That both in a dirc& and collateral live, ſeveryl 
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who ſaith, That the beſt friends of the Popes belies 
they may err in Faith; of CaFranza, who ayes, No one 4 but the Poe 
nay be an Heretick:, of Canus, who ſayes, It is not to be denyed but that th 
chief Biſhop may be an Heretick , and that there are examples of it : Yqy 
might as well, I ſay, affirm that all theſe ſpake only of abuſes in Manner, 
and not errours in Faith, as you do of Alain. Neither will your other 
ſubterfuge ſerve your turn, 7 hat they taught errours in Do@rine as privy, 
men; for,Alphonſus a Castro exprelly affirms in the caſe of Pope Celeſtin 
about the dit{olution of Marriage in caſe of Hereſie, That it cannot be ſaid 
that he erred through negligence, and as a private perſon, and not as Pope ; Fy 
(faith he) this definition is extant in the decretals, and he had ſeen it himfel, 
Although the contrary tothis were afterwards defined not only by Pope 
Innocent 3. but by the Council of Trent, And hence it appears whatever 
you pretend to the contrary, That there may be tares ſown in the Church 
Rome, #ot only by private perſons, but by the publick hands of the Popes too, if 
they themſelves may be believed, who elſe do moſt Infallibly contradict 
each cther. But whether thele errours came inat firſt through negj- 
ence or publick definitions is not ſo material to our purpoſe ; for which 
It is ſufficient to prove that the Church of Rome may be tainted and cr: 
rupted .which may be done one way as well as the other. As Corn-feld 
may be over-run with tares though no one went purpoſely to ſow then 
there. And {6 much is acknowledged by Caſſander when he ſpeaks 
the ſuperſtitious pratiſes uſed in your Church, That thoſe who ſhould has 
redreſjed thoſe abuſes, were, if not the Authonrs, yet the incouragers of them fir 
their own advantage 3 by which means, errours and corruptions may ſour 
grow to a great height in a Church thoygh they were never ſown by pub 
lick definitions. And when you diſparage Caſſarders Teſtimony, by telling 
us how little his credit is among Catholicks, ycu thereby let us ſee hoy 
much your CExrch 1s over-run with corruptions, when none among yeu 
can ſpeak againſt them but they preſently forfeit their reputation. 

The caſe of the Schiſzz at Rowre between Cornelius aud Nevatianns, and 
the imployment of Caldenius and Fortunatus from St. Cyprian thither,coth 
belong to the former Chapter, where it hath been fully diſcourſed of 
already, and muſt not be repeated here. Only thence we ſee that Rom: 
1s as capable of a Schiſmz within her own bowels as any other Churchi, 
which is abuncantly atteſted by the multitudes of $chiſmrs, which hap 
pened afterwards between the B:ſhops of that See. But this being inſiſted 
on by his Lordſhip in the former Controverlie of the Catholick Churdt, 
doth not rcfer to this Chapter wherein the caxſes of our ſeparation ſhould 
be enquired into. 

Which at laſt you come to, and paſſwng by the verbal diſpute between AC. 
and his Lordſhip about what was ſpoken at the Conference, you tell us, It mort 
concerns you to ſee what could or can be ſaid in this point, You draw up 
thercfore a large and formal charge of Schiſzz againſt us in your following 
words. Our aſſertion, ſay you, i 3 but,good $77, it is not what you ſent 
but what you prove. It were an cafie matter for us to draw up a far large! 
Bill againſt your Church, and tell you owr afertion 3s, that you are - 
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ſrelates and Paſtours for the moſt part yet Irving. Thelt are your atlertions, 
and becauſe you {eek not to prove them it ſhall be tutkctent to oppefe ours 
wthem. Our atlertion therefore is, that the CExrch and Court of Rome 
are guilty of this Sch1/, by obtruding erroneous Deoctrines and fuper- 
ſtitious practiſes, as the conditions of her Communion z, by adding fuck 
articles of Faith which are contrary to the plain rule of Faith, and repug- 
nant to the ſenſe of the truly Catholickand not the Koman Church; by her 
intolerable incroachments and uſurpations upon the liberties and privi- 
kdges of particular CEurches,under a vain pretence of Univerſal Paſtour- 
ſip; by torcing men it they would not damn their fouls by tinning againſt 
their conlcicnces in approving the errours and corruptions of the Roman 
Ckarch, to joyn together tor the Solcmn Worthip of God according to the 
rule of Scripture and practite of the Primitive Church ;, and fu; pendin 
Communion with that Church till thoſe abufes and corruptions be redret? 
kd, In which they neither deny obedience toany Lawful Azthority over 
them, nor take ro themſelves any other Power than the Law of God hath 
gventhem, receiving their Authority in a conſrant Succeſſion from the 
Apdſiles : they inſtitute no Ritcs and Ceremonies either contrary to, or 
attcrent from the practiſe of the Primitive Church; they neither exclude 
or diſpoleſs others of their Lawtful Power, but in caſe others negleCt their 
office, they may be notwith(tanding obliged to perform theirs in order to 
the Charches Reformation. Leaving the Supreme Authority of the King- 
dome or Natioz to order and diſpoſe cf fuch things in the Church which of 
tight appertain unto it. And this we allert to be the caſe of $chiſze, in 
teference to the Church of England, which we ſhall make good in oppoſi- 
ton to your allertions , where we meet with any thing that ſeems to con- 
tradidt the whole or any part of it. Theſe and the like pratiſes of yours 
(touſe your own words) #0t any obſtinate maintaining any erroneous Do- 
@rizes, as you vainly pretend, we averre to have been the true and real 
aules of that ſeparation which is made between your Church and Ours. 
* | adyoutruly lay, That Proteſtants were thruſt out of your Church ; ny 
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is an Argument they did not voluntarily forſake the Communien 
and therefore are no Schiſmaticks ; but your carriage and prattiles were 
ſuch as forced them to joyn together in a diſtin Communion trom yo 
And it was not we who left your Church, but your Church that 1cft her 
Primitive Faith and Purity in ſo high a manner, as to declare all fich . 
communicate who will not approve of and joyn 1n her greateſt corruyj. 
ons, though it be ſufficientſy manifeſt that they are great receflions fron 
the Faith, Piety, and Purity of that Rowan Church which was planted þy 
the Apoſtles, and had fo large a commendation from the Apoltolical mg 
of thole firlt ages. Since then ſuch errours and corruptions are enforce; 
upon us as conditions of Communion with you, by the lame reafonthy 
the Orthodox did very well in departing from the Arrzans, becaule the 
Arrians were already departed from the Church by their falfe Dodtrine, 
will our ſeparation from you be juſtified who firſt departed fromth; 
Faith and Purity of the Primitive Church ; and not only fo, but thn 
out of your Communion all ſuch as would not depart from it as farr 
you. 
Having thus conſidered and retorted your Aſtertions, we come to you 
Anſwers. Nor (fay you) does the Biſhop vindicate the Proteſtant party, ly 
ſaying, The cauſe of 3 chiſ1 was ours, and that we Catholicks thruſt Proteſtant 
from ns, berauſe they call d for truth and redreſs of abuſes. For firſt, thr: 
can be nojuſt cauſe of Schiſm 5 this hath been granted already even by Prot. 
ants, Ard ſoit isby us, and the reaſen is very evident for it, for if ther 
be a juſt caſe, there can be no Schiſm 5, and therefore what you intendhy 
this, 1 cannot imagine, unlcls it be tc free Proteſtants from the guilt of 
Schiſm, becauſe they put the Main of their tryal upon the juſtice of the 
cauſe which moved them to forlake the Communion of your Church; 
elſe you would have it taken fer granted that ours was a Sc/iſar, and 
thence inferr there could be no juſt cexſe of it. As if a man being ac 
culed for taking away the lite of one who- violently {ct upon himinthe 
High-way with an intent both to rob and deſtroy him, ſhould plead for 
himiclft that this could be no murther in him, becauſe there was a luffc- 
ent and juſtifiable caule for what he did ; that he deſigned nothing hut 
to go quietly on his road 3 that this perſon and ſeveral others violent 
ſet upon him; that he intreatcd them to defiſt, that he fought to avoid 
them as much as he could, but when he ſaw they were abſoiutely bentm 
his ruine, he was forced in 'his own neceſflary defence to take away the 
life of that perſon z Would not this with any intelligent Jury be looked 
on as a juſt and reaſonable Vindication ? But if fo wiſe a perſon as yout 
{elf had been among them, you would no doubt have better informed 
them; tor you would very gravely have told them, All his plea went on! 
falle ſuppoſition, that he had a jt caxſe for what he did, but there coull 
be 20 juſt cauſe for murther, Do you not ſee now how ſubtil and pert 
nent your Anſwer is here, by this parallel to it ? For as in that caſe al 
men grant that there can Le x0 ft cauſe for murther, becauſe all murther 
is committed without a juſt caule; and jf there be one, it ceaſcth tobe 
murther: $o 1t is here in Schiſmr,which being a canſeleſs ſeparation from the 
Churches Unity, I wonder who ever imagined there could be juſt cauſe for 
it. Put to rectifie ſuch groſs miſtakes as theſe are for the future, you 
would do well to underſtand that $c{iſm formally taken alwayes import 
ſomething criminal in it, and there can be no juſt cauſe for a ſe ; butbe 
lides that, there is that which (if you underſtand it) you would call the 
nrateridlil 
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” | Gonliyofitwhich is the ſeparation of one part of the Church from an- 
i other. Now this, according to the different grounds and reaſons of it, 


, becomes lawfil or #»lawful, that is, as the reaſons do make it nectſfary or 
by unnecellary, For ſeparation is not Jawfyt but when it is neceſſary : row 
Fe this being capable 0 ſuch a different nature that it may be good or evil 
according to its circumſtances, there can be no abſolute judgement paſſed 
v upon it, till all thoſe reaſons and circumſtances be duely examined ; and 
i there be no ſufficient grounds for it, then it is formally Schiſas, i. e. 
L a culpable ſeparation ; it there be ſufficient raxſe, then there may be a 
F ſqaration, but it can be no Schiſm. And becaule the U'ion of the Catho- 
X lick Church lyes in Fundamental and neceſſary trmths, therefore there can be 
no ſeparation abſolutely from the Catholick Church but what involves in it 
the Femal guilt of $chiſm;, it being impoſſible any perſon ſhoinld have 
juſt cauſe to difown the Churches Communion for any thing whole belief 
1s nece{lary to ſalvation. And whoſoever doth fo, thereby makes himſelf 
no member of the Church, becauſe the Chxrch ſubſiſts on the belief of 
Fundamental truths. But in all ſuch caſes wherein a diviſion may be 
made, and yet the ſeveral perſons divided retain the eſſentials of a Chriſt i- 
an Church, the ſeparation which may be among any ſuch, muſt be deter- 
mined according to the cauſcs of it, For it being poſlible of one fide, 
that men may out of capricious humours and fancies renounce the Com- 
munion of a Chxrch which requires nothing but what is juſt and reaſon- 
able; and it being poſſible on the other fide, that a Church calling her ſelf 
(tholick may ſo far degenerate in Faith and practiſe, as not only tobe 
guilty cf great errours and corruptions, but to impoſe them as conditions 
of Communion with her, it is neceſſary where there is a manifeſt ſeparati- 


« on to enquire into the reaſons and grounds of it 3 and to determine the 
w nature of it according to the juſtice of the cauſe which is pleaded for it. 
" And this I hope may help you a little better to underſtand, what is meant 


he by ſuch, who lay, There car: be no juſt cauſe of Schiſm 5, and how little this 
fr makes for your purpoſe. | "hs 
KG. But you go on and I mult follow. And to his calling for truth, &c. I An- $. 9: 
but ſwer, What Hereticks ever yet forſook the Church of God, but pretended truth, 
th and complain'd they were thruſt out ,and hardly dealt with, meerly becauſe the 
vid call'd for truth and redreſs of abuſes And I pray,what Church was ever {0 
0m guilty of errours and corruptions, but would call thoſe Hereticks and 
the Sehifaticks who found fault with her Doctrine, or ſeparated from her 
ked Communion ? It is true, Hereticks pretend truth,and Schiſmaticks abuſes, 
our but 1s it poſſible there ſhould be errowrs and corruptions ina Churches 
nec Communion, or is it not ? if not, prove but that of your Charch, and the 
002 cauſe isatan end ; if it be, we are to exatrhine whether the charge be true 
ul orno. For although Hereticks may pretend truth, and others be deceived 
t- WF 0 judging of it, yet doubtleſs there is a real difference between truth and 
cal WW 70, If you would never have men quarrel with any Doctrine of your 
thet Church becauſe Hereticks have pretended truth : would not the fame reaſon 
oe hold, why men ſhould never enquire after Trxth, Reaſon, or Religion, be- 
ithe i cauſe aver? have pretended to them all which have not had them. It i 
e fr W therefore a molt ſenſeleſs cavil to ſay we have no reaſon to tall for trath 
you i} becauſe Hereticks have done ſo; and on theſame grounds you thuſt not be 
ports calld Catholicks becauſe Hereticks have been call 'd ſo. But thoſe who 
the | Have been Hereticks were firſt proved to be ſo, by making It appear that 
| the © Wasa certain #ruth which they denyed; do you the ſame by us; = 
X x tho 
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T — 
thoſe which we call erroxrs in your Chxrch to be part of the Catholick and 
Apoſtolick Faith ;, prove thole we account corruptions, to be parts of pj. 
wine worſhip, and we will give you leave to call us Hereticks and Shin 
zicks but not before. my yqu, He ſhould have refleFed that the Chy,s 

by the Prophet, _ ſo it ans be, and ye 
your Church be a fortreſs of Errour) Ard a pillar and foundation of Try 
by the Apoſile, (but what is this to the Church of Kowes being fo) and 
the Fathers.a rich depoſitory or Treaſury of all Divine and Heavenly Doyiy,, 
(fo it was in the tenſe the Fathers took the Chyrch in, for the truly Cath. 
lick Chriſtian Church). And we may uſe the ſame expreſſions ſtill of ty 
Church as the Prophets, Apoſtles, and Fathers did, and neverthelcls Charge 
your Church juſtly with the want of truth, and oppoſition to the Preaching 
7t, and on that ground juſtly forſake her Communion, which is 10 tar from 
being imexcufable impiety axd preſumption, that it was only the pertormangs 
of a neceſlary Chriſtian duty. And therefore that Woe of ſcandal, hi 
Lordſhip mentioned, (till returns upon your party who gave ſuch juſ 
cauſe of offence to the Chriſtian world, and making it necelſlary for 
ſuch as aimed at the purity of the Chriſtiaz Church to leave your Commy- 
nion, when it could not be enjoyed without making ſhipwrack both 
Faith and a good Conſcience. 4nd this is ſo clear and undeniable (to folly 
you ſtill in your own language) that we dare appeal for a tryal of oy 
cauſe ts any Aſſembly of learned Divines, or what Judge and Jury you 
pleaſe, provided they be not ſome of the parties accuſed ; and becauſe 
you are ſo willing to have Learned Divines, I hope you will believe the 
laſt Pope Innocent 1o far, as not to mention the Pope and Cardinals. 

What follows in Vindication of A. C. from enterfeiring and ſhuffling in 
his words, becauſe timorous and tender conſciences think they can never fjeck 
with caution enough, for fear of telling a lye, will have the force of ade- 
monſctration, (being ſpoken of and by a Feſuite ) among all thoſe who knoy 
what mortal haters they are of any thing that looks like a lye or xquine 
cation : And what reafon there 1s that, of all perſons in the world, they 
ſhould be judged mer of timorows and tender conſciences. 

But whatever the words were which palled, you juſtifie A. C. in ſaying, 
That the Proteſtants did depart from the Church of Rome, and got the Name 
of Proteſtants by proteſting againſt her. For #his (lay you) 3s ſo apparent thi 
the whole world acknowledgeth it, If you mean that the Communiondf 
Proteſtants is diſtin& from yours, Whoever made ſcruple of confeſling it) 
But becauſe in thoſe terms of departing, leaving, forſaking your Communi- 
on; you would ſeem to imply that it was a voluntary aF and done without 
any. neceſlary caxſe enforcing it, therefore his Lordſhip denyes that Prote- 

ftants did depart ; for, faith he, departure is voluntary ſo was not theiri, 
But becaule it is ſo hard a matter toexplain the nature of that ſeparation 

between your Ckxrch and Ours, eſpecially in the beginning of it, without 

uſing thole terms or ſome like them, as when his Lordſhip faith, that 

ther made a breach from it. It is ſufficient, that we declare that by none 

of theſe expreſiions we mean any canſeleſs ſeparation, but only ſuch adts as 

were necetiarily conſequential to the impoſing your errours and corrupts- 

Qs as conditions of Communion with your Church. To the latter part his 

Lordſhip an(wers, That the Proteſtants did not get that name, by Froteſting 

agaztſt the Church of Rome, but by Proteſting (and that when nothing ele 

wand ſerve) againſt her errours and ſuperſtitions. Do you but remove thew 

Jrom the Clinch of Rome, & onr Proteſtatien is ended and our Separation = 
ls 
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This, you think, will be anſwered with our old put oft, That it is the 
common pretext of all Hereticks, when they ſever themſelves ſrozr the Roman- 
CatholickChurch. Tt'your Church indeed were what ſhe 1s not, the Catho- 
lick church, we might be what we are not, Hereticks - but think it not 
enough to prove us Hereticks, that you call us fo, unlels you will likewiſe 
take it for granted, that the Pope is Antichriſt, and your Church, the Whore 
of Babylon, becauſe _y are as often, and as confidently call'd fo. And 
ifyour Church be truly ſo(as ſhe is brewdly fuſpeCted to be)Do youthink 
ſhe,and all her followers, would not as confidently call fuch as diſlented 
from her, Hereticks, and the uſing thoſe exprefſions of her virnlext execra- 
tions againſt her, as you do now, ſuppoſing her not to be ſo. What there- 
fore would belong to your Church, ſuppoling her as bad as any Proteſtants 
imagine her to be, cannot certainly help to perfwade us, that ſhe 1s not fo 
bad as ſhe is, When you fay ſtill, That Proteftarts did really depart ſton 
the Roman Church, and inſo doing, remained ſeparate ſroxe the whole Church: 


 youvery fairly beg the thing in diſpute, and think us uncivil for denying 


it. You know not what that paſſage means, That the Proteſtants did not 
voluntarily depart, taking their whole body and canſe together, ſince there is 
noobſcurity inthe expreſſion, but a defect elſewhere, I can only ſay, That 
his Lordſhip was not bound to find you an Underſtanding as oft as you 
want it. But it wcrean ealie matter to help you; for it 15plain, that he 
ſpeaks thoſe words to diſtinguiſh the common cauſe of Proteſtants, trom 
the heats and irregularitics of ſome particular perſons, whom he did not 
ntend to juſtife, ich as he ſaith, Were either peeviſh, or ignorantly zealows. 
And if you diſtinguiſh the ſcnſe of your Church from the judgements of 
particular perſons, I hope it may be as lawful for usto diſtingwſh the body 
and cauſe of Proteſtants from the inconfiderate actings of any particular 
wer, All that which follows about the name of Proteſtants, which his 
Lordſhip ſaith, Took #ts riſe, ot ſfom proteſting ſixeply againſt the Roman 
Church, but againſt the Edict at Worms,which was for the reſtoring all things 
to their former ſtate, without any reformation, 1s lo plain and evident, that 
nothing but a mind tocav1l, and to give us the ſame things over and over, 
could have made you ſtay longer upon it. For what elſe means, your talk 
of Imovation in matters of Religion (which we ſay, was cauſed by you) ard 
jrovgitn againſt the Roman Church, and conſequently againſt all particular 
Viſble Churches in the world, and that which none but Heretjcks and Schiſma- 
ticks uſed to do? * Do you think thele paſſages are fo had, that we can- 
not know what they mean, unlels we have them ſo often over ? But 
they arenot ſo hard to be underſtood, as to be believed, and that the ra- 
ther, becauſe we ſee you had rather ſay them often, than prove them orce. 
If the Popes profeſſed Reformation neceſſary as to many abuſes, Þ hope they are 
bct all $ch3ſmraticks who call for the redreſs of abuſes in your Church. But, 
tall the Reformation we are to expect of them, be that, which you ſay, 
ug efſectually ordained by the Council of Trent, if there had not been an 
Edif at Worms, there were the Decrees of that Council which would have 
made a Proteſtation neceſſary. Although we think your Church needs Re- 
formation in Manners and Diſcipline, as much as any in the world,yet thoſe 
arenot the abxſes mainly inliſted on by the Proteſtats, as the grounds of 


' their Separation, and therefore his Lordſhip ought to be underſtood, of a 


Reformation as to the errours and corruptions of the Roman Church ;, and 
doubtleſs that Edid of Worms which was for the reſtoring all things to their 
Jormer ſtate, did cut off all hopes of any ſuch Reformation as was m—_— 
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for the Proteſtants to return to the Koman Communion. And whatcyer you 
lay, till you have proved the contrary better than as yet 1t 1s done, it 1yill 
appear, that they are the Proteſtants who ſtand for the ancient and une. 

fiked Dodrine of the Catholick Church, againſt the novel and corrupt 1enets of 
the Koman Church. And ſuch kind of Proteſtation no true Chriſtian, yþg 
meaſures his being Catholick, by better grounds than communion with the 
Church of Reme, will ever have cauſe tobe aſhamed of. 

But A.C. (faith his Lordſhip) goes on, and will needs have it, that the 
Proteſtants were the cauſe of the Schiſm. For, (faith he) though the Church 
of Rome did thruſt them from her by excommunication, yet they bad firſt di- 
vided themſelves by objtinate holding and teaching Opinions contrary to the 
Roman Faith, and pradice of the Church, which to do, $. Bernard thinks, js 
pride, 8. Auſtin, madneſs. At this his Lordſhip takes many and juſt e. 
ceptions. I. That holding and teaching was not the prime cauſe neither, by 
the corruptions and ſuperſtitions of Rome, which forced many men to hull 
and teach the contrary. $0 the prime cauſe was theirs ſtill, Now to this you 
Anſwer is very conſiderable. That the Biſhop of Rome being $. Peter's jue. 
ceſſor in the Government of the Church, and Infallible ( at leaſt with a Gencr1l 
Conncil) it is impoſſible, that Proteſtants, or other Sefaries, ſlould cur find 
ſuch errours or corruptions difinitively taught by him, or received ly the 
Church, as ſhould either warrant them to preach againſt her DoGrinc. or lig- 
fully to forſake her communion, Welay, Your Church hath erred ; youlg, 
It is impoſſible ſhe ſhould 5 we offer you evident proofs of her erronrs; you 
ſay, She 3s Infal/ible ;, we ſay, It is impoſſible, that Church ſhould be Tyfal 
lible, which we can make appear hath beer deceived ;, you tell us again, [t 
is impoſlible ſhe ſhould be decerved ; for, let Hereticks ay what they will 
ſhe is Tnfallible, And if this be not a fatisfaftory way of anſwering, lctthe 

world judge. But having already pulled down that Babel of Infallibil- 
ty, this Anſwer falls tothe ground withit ; and to uſe your phraſe, Tk 
truth 3s, all that you have in effect to ſay for your Chxrch, is, that ſhe is 
Infallible, and the Catholick Church, and by this means you think to cal 
the Schiſm upon us ; and theſe things are great enough indeed, if you 
could but make any ſhew of proof tor them 3 but not being able todo 
that, you do in effect as much as if a man in a highfeaver ſhould goabout 
to demonſtrate it was i-poſſtble tor him to be ſick, which, the more he 
takes pains to do, the more evident his diſtemper is to all who hear hit. 
And it is ſhrewdly to be ſuſpected, if your errours had not been greatand 
palpable, you would have contented your ſelves with ſome thing ſhort ct 
Intallibility. Bur as the caſe is with your Charch, I muſt confels it is your 
greateſt wiſdom to talk molt of I»fal/rbility ;, for if you can but meet with 
any weak enough to ſwallow that, all other things go down without di 
pute 3 bur if men are left at liberty to examine particulars, they would 
loon believe it was impoſſible for that man to fa//, whom they ſee #por 
the ground, as your Church to be infal/ible,which they find overſpread wit 
errour and corruptions. 

Much ſuch another Anſwer you return to his Lordſhip's ſecond Excep- 
tion, which is, af his calling the Chriſtian Faith the Roman Faith : F, 
you ſay, 1t is no incongruity ſo to call it, for the Biſhop of Rome being Head 
of the whole Chriſtian or Catholick Church, the Faith approved and taught 


hin as Head thereof, though it be de fafto the eeneral Faith and Profeſſion of 


all Chriſtians, may yet very well be called the Roman Faith ; Why £ becai 


the root, origine, aud chief Foundation under Chriſt, of its being pradtiſed - 
believe 
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lieved by Chriſtians is at Rome, But if the Biſhop of Kome be no ſuck 
thing as Head of the Chriſtian Church (and they mult have a very wide 
Faith, which muſt ſwa/ow that Univerſal Headjbip, with all the' appurte- 
ances upon your bare athrmation) if it belongs no more to him to ap- 
prove and teach the F aith then to any ot her Catholick Biſhop, it the com- 
ing from Rome affords no credibility at all to the Chriſtian Faith ;, then 
ſtill there remains as great an incongruity as may be, in calling the Chri- 

un Faith, the Roman Faith, And as toall thele my denial is as good as 
our affirmation 3 when you undertake to prove, I ſhall to anſwer, 

If 4. C. adds the pradice of the Church to the Roman Faith, I ſee no ad- p, , 48, 
vantage is gotten by it, for the firſt muſt limit the latter, and the Faith 
being Koman , the Church muſt be ſo too, and therefore all your cavils 
onthat ſubject come to nothing. 

The third Exception is, againſt the place ont of $; Bernard, and 8, Au- 8. 12; 
ſtin, which, his Lordſhip faith, are miſ-applied ;, for neither of them (faith +137: 
he) ſpake of the Roman 3 and $. Bernard perhaps neither of the Catholick,, 
northe Roman, but f a particular Church or Congregation. His words are, 

What greater pride, than that one man ſhould prefer his judgement before the 

whole Conerreation, Which A.C. conveniently to his purpoſe rendred before 

the whole Congregation of all the Chriſtian Churches in | | 

the world. 1t hereas no juch thing is in him as all the ie major ſuperb'a quim ut uns hana 4+ 
nn; j X ; Congreg1ion: yudiciuom ſum preferat 

Chriſtian Churches in the world. And his Lordſhip ranquin ipſe folus Spivitum Dez hatext. 

ith, He thinks it is plain, that he ſpeaks both of, and 5. Bern. Sera. 3. de Keſurreet, 

to the particular Congregation, to which he was then 

preaching. This you deny not, but ſay, The argument kolds 3 minori ad Ibid. 

majus, to ſhew the more exorbitant pride of thoſe, who prefer their private fa- 

ratick Opinions, before the judgement of the whole Catholick Church, The 

Roman Clurch you ſhould have ſaid.for you own no Catholick Church, but 

what is Roar, and therein the argument you mention will hold yet fur- 

ther, againſt thoſe who prefer the Novel Opinions of the Roman Church, be- 

fore the ancient Apoſtolical Faith of the truly Catholick, Church, His Lord- 

ſhip adds, That it 3s one thing to prefer a mans private judgement before the 

whole Congregation 3 and another. for an intelligent man in ſomething unſa- 

tified, modeſtly to propoſe his doubts even to the Catholick Church, And 

much more m1ay a whole National Church, nay, the whole body of Proteſtants do 

#, Now you very wiſcly leave out this laſt clauſe, that you might take 

noppert* 'nity to declaim againſt Luther, Zuinglins. Calvin, Ec. for want 

of mcedetiyy, But what pretext could there have been for ſuch virulency, 

had they bn 2uil-y of what you charge them, if you would but have 

given us all that his Lordthip faid 5 And =P not I now therefore more 

juſtly return you your own language in the ſame page upon a far leſs occa- 

lon. That here's a manifeſt robbery of part of his Lordſhips words, for which 

Jou are bound 1o reſtitution. For his Lordſhip, as it were, foreſeeing this ca- 

vil, warily ads that concerning a whole National Church, and the whole bo- 

dy of Proteſtants which jou for reaſons beſt known to your ſelf, craftily leave 

out, But we muſt excuſe our adverſary for this ſlip, though it be an unhand- 

ſome one ;, For the truth is, he had no other way to hide the guiltineſs of his 

on per, &c, Theſe are your own words only applied, and that much 

more juſtly to yourſelf, for a more palpable fault in the very ſame page 

Wherein you had accuſed his Lordſhip tor one of that kind. But you go 

on turther, and ſuppoſing the doubts had been modeſtly propoſed, yet this could 


"t at all help the Proteſt ant canſe, in regard their doubts were in points 4 
Faith, 
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Faith, already determined for ſuch by authority of the Catholick, Church , ,, 

queſtion any of which with what ſeeming modeſty Joever is ſinful, hereticat : 

and damnable. Were it our preſent bufincls, it were eafie to make j 

appear, that the far greateſt part of the matters In Controverſiez Were ne. 
ver determined as pornts of Faith, before the Council of Trent, and, I ho 

you will not ſay, that was before the Reformation, or any propoſal 

doubts ? But, if they had been defined by your Church for matters of F aith, 

and our great doubt be, How your Church comes to have this power of 

determining points of Faith, to whom ſhould this doubt be propoundeg 

to your Charch, no doubt then we ſhould hear from her, as now we 4 

from you, That to queſtion it with what ſeeming modeſty ſocver, is ſinful, le. 

retical, ond dammable. And, Is it not then likely that your Church (hoy! 

ever yield to the propoſal of doubts ? and you do well to tell us fo ; fy 

It will lave Protefhants a great deal of labour, when they ſee your Church 

ſo incurable, that ſhe makcs it ſinful, heretical, and dammnable, to queſticn 

any thing ſhe hath determined. Although we do with much more x. 

ſon aflert it to be ſinful, heretical, and dammable in your Church, to offer tg / 

obtrude erroneous DoCtrines on the Faith of the Chriſtian world, as points 

neceſlary to be believed, and to urge ſuperſtitious practiccs as the condi- 

tions of communion with her. 

To the place of S. Auſtin, wherein he faith, That zt is a part of moſt in- 

ſolent madneſs. for any man to diſpute, Whether that be to be done, which i; 

uſually done in and through the whole Catholick Church of Chriſt, His Lord- 

{hip anſwer, 1. Here's not a word of the Roman Church, but of that which 

is all over the world, Catholick, which Rome never yet was ;, and, for al 

P.149 Your boaſt of having often ſhewn, That the Roman and the Catholick ar 

all one ;, 1 dare leave it to the indifferent Reader, Whether you have not 

miſerably failed in your attempts that way. 2. He anſwers, That A.C, 

applies this to the Roman Faith, whereas $, Auſtin ſpeaks expreſiy;of the rite 

and ceremonies of the Church, and particularly about the manner of offering 

pon Maundy-T hurſday, whether it be in the morning, or after ſupper, a 

both. 3. Tis manifeſt by the words themſelves, that S. Auſtin ſpeaks of nomu:- 

ter of Faith there, Roman, nor Catholick, for he ſpeaks of things done, andio 

be done, and not for things believed, or to be believed. 4. Aright ſober man 

may, without the leaſt touch of inſolency or madneſs, diſpute a buſineſs of Rt: 

Ibid, ligion with the Reman, either Church or Prelate, as all men know Irenzus 

did with V1For. Now to all this you reply, That the argument ſtill hold, 

a minori ad majus, and reaches to every perſon that in any matter whatſs 

ever obſtinately oppoſes himſelf againſt the Church of God, And is not this 

an excellent way cf arguing from the /eſf to the greater, to argue from a 

rite or cerexzony obſerved by the Univerſal Church toa matter of Faithde- 

termined by the Roman Church £ This is 4 mrinori ad majus, with a wit 

nels. But your Realon is as good as your Anſwer, which is, becauſe there 

was alwaies ſome point or matter of Faith involved in every Univerſally pre 

iſed rite or ceremony of the Church, | pray Sir then, Tell us what the mat- 

ter of Faith was which lay in the oftering on Manndy-Thurſday in morning, 

or aftcr ſupper ? and by whom this pornt of Faith was determined ? and i #6 

and how far it is obligatory ? and whether it be not ſ#ful, heretical, and I ts 

darnable, 1 much as modeſtly to doubt of it ? For all this, you told us, I 8: 

longs tn all matters of Faith determined by the Catholick Church. ja 

What 1emains of this Chapter, need not hold us long, for A. C's. illation I 

irum the Catholick@imrehes not erring, that therefore it cannot be lawful to I *% 
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ſeparate from the Roman Church, is abſurd and Hlogical z and depends on 
that grols miſtake that the Roman and Catholick Church are all one,which 
we have abundantly diſproved in the precedent Chapter. What follows 


concerning the Catholick Churches not erring, and how far that extends, P.15615t. 


concerning the Catalogue of Fundamentals, and any errours admitted inthe 
Church, being deſtru@ive to its Being, becauſe derogatory to Gods Veratity, 
have been ſo amply dilcufled in their proper places, that I find no tempta- 
tion from any new arguments here ſuggeſted, to reſume the debate of 
them. There being then nothing material, which hath not been handled 
already 3 I here conclude this Chapter. 


—_—cC_ 
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Of keeping Faith with Hereticks. 


The occaſion of this Diſpute. The reaſon why this Doftrine is not commonly 
ended : Tet all own ue Principles from whence it neceſſarily follows, 
The matter of fa&# as to the Council of Conſtance, and John Hus opened. 
of the nature of the ſafe-conduct granted him by the Emperour, that it was 
not ageneral one, {alvi juſtitia, bxt particular, jure ſpeciali z which 3s 
largely proved. The particulars concerning Hierom of Praguc. Of the 
ſafe-conduct granted by the Council of Trent. Of the diſtinction of Secu- 
lar and Eccleſtaſtical Power, and that from thenre it follows, that Faith js 
not to be kept with Hereticks, Simancha, and ſeveral others fully aſſert 
this Doctrine. Of the Invitation to the Conncil of Trent, and the good 
Inſtructions there ; and of Publick Diſputetion. 


A: C's Endeavour not only to charge Froteſtants with the guilt of g, x: 


Schiſer, but to juſtifie and clear the procgedings of the Church of 
Rome towards them, hath led us into a new diſpute, how far ſhe is to be 
truſted in the greateſt promiſes which are made to ſuch whom ſhe ac- 
counts Hereticks, Which is occaſioned by thefe words of his, That after 
this breach was made, the CLurch of Rome was ſo kind and careful to ſeek, 
the Proteftawts, that ſhe invited them publickly with ſafe conduct to Rome, 
to a General Conncil, freely to ſpeak, what they could for themſelves : Or, if 
we take his words, as you give them us, the ſenſe is the ſame to our pur- 
wer therefore you impertinently cavil with his'Lordfhip for nor 
ceping Faith with 4. C.) Which did at firſt ſeek, to recall them from their 
Novel Opinions, 4nd after their breach did permit, yea invite them publickly 
toRome to a General Comncil, &c. Upon which his RY layes: In- 


deed Ithink, 'the Church of Rome did carefully ſeek, the Proteſtants ; but I P. 143. 8.4: 


doubt it was to bring them within their net. And ſhe invited then to Rome, 
4 very ſafe place, if you mark it, for them to come to, juſt us the Lion (in the 
) zxvitcd the Fox to his own Den. Tea, but there was ſafe-conduct 
efered too : Tes, conduct perhaps, but not ſafe, or ſafe perhaps, for going thi- 
ther, but none for coming thence. Veſtigia nulla retrorfum. Yea, but it ſhould 
= beex to a General Council : Perhaps ſo. But was the conduct ſafe, that was 
gen to a Counci! which they call General, to ſome others before them £ No 
/we, John Hus, and Jerom of Prague burnt for all their ſafe conduct. And ſo 
as the Jeſuits write and maintain. That Faithgiven is not to be kept with 
tereticks. And the Church of Rome leaves this lewd Doctrine untenſured (4 
: 


Of keeping Faith with Hereticks, ÞP art [], 
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it hath hitherto done, and no exception put in of ſorce and violence,) AC 
ſhall pardon #4, that we come not to Rome, nor within the reach of Romy 
Power, what freedom of ſpeech ſoever he promiſed #s. For to what exd fie. 
dom of ſpeech on their part, ſince they are reſolved to alter nothing * Anq 
what end freedom of ſpeech on our part, if after ſpeech hath been ſree, life yy 
0t, This you call a Theme, which, for the moſt part, our Adverſaries Ing 
to dwell upon, as thinking they have ſome great advantage againſt ns there, 
And, Can you blame them for inſiſting much on that which their lives ye 
concerned in, and it will appear inthe proſecution ofthis ſubject, that ye 
have this great advantage againſt you, that we are come to underſtand 
your arts ſo well, as not ſoeafily to be catched by your perfidious ſubtj] 
ties. . Andas we underſtand your praFices better than to rely on you 
promiſes ofthis nature, ſo we are not ſo ignorant of the 7trigues of yoy 
proceedings, as to ſuppoſe that commonly and openly you ſhould detent 
this Poſition, That Faith is not to be kept with Hereticks. For thereby yy 
would loſe the intent and deſign of it 3 for none would be fo filly as tg 
venture themſelves into the hands of ſuch, who openly profeſs, They a: 
220t bound to keep Faith with them. For, Do you think that Father Fu. 
gentio would ever have. gone to Rome on the ſafe-condud? molt lolemny 
given by Paxl. 5, if he had underſtood beforehand, with what perfidiou 
neſs he ſhould have been dealt with there ; and all under this pre 
text, That ſafe-condu was given for his coming hither, but nt fo 
his going thence, Is this the Faith of the Apoſtolical See? Is thi 
the Catholick and Roman Faith 2 If fo, the Roman Faith, before ex 
it was Chriſtian, was much more infal/ible- than this 3 that never wy 
acquainted with ſuch a perfidious Intallibility. Well then might his Lord: 
ſhip ſay, The condut# might be ſafe for going thither, but not for coming then, 
Veſtigia nulla retrorfum. And ſo Fxlgentio to his ſorrow found it. We 
ſce therefore, it is very neceſlary for you to diſown this principle as much 
as poſſible, till you have occaſion to praiſe it, and then woe be to then 
to whoſe lot it falls to make the experiment. Though therefore both pub 
lickly and privately, in word and writing, as you tell us, Tox teach and jv 
eſs, That Faith is to be kept as well with Hereticks as Catholicks, yet you 
Adverſaries have nogreat reaſon to reply on your promiſes ; when 
find your pratices apparently to the contrary, and thoſe praftices bult 
on ſuch principles which you all own, and contend for, and that notwit- 
ſtanding, what you confidently ſay to the contrary, ſeverkl of your Wri 
ters have in terms aſſerted it. All which ſhall be made good in this Chap 
ter. . And therefore, though you ſay it, and fay it over again, thoſewho 
know the ambiguity of your ret your many reſervations, ander- 
ceptions which yo make, will not be very confident of the honeſty « 
your meaning, by the fairneſs of your expreſſions. Theſe are therefor 
#0 clamorows accuſations, but very fad truths, which the experience d 
the world, and your dealings have too often taught us; that at laſt we 
are forced to diſtinguiſh between a Princes ſafc-conduct, and an Eccledt 
cal Trepan, For no other, will that appear to be, which waggranted bf 
Pope Paul to Fulgentio, or the Emperour, and Council of Conſtance to 
Hws, and Hierom of Prague. If Chrift therefore, after he had faid, 
they ſhould give to Czlar the things that are Czfars, had either denied tht 
payment of tribute, or demanded it himſelf, Zecanws might then ſay, That 
was a fit parallel for you inthis Controverſie, whole open aCtions dopal 
pe contradict you, when you ſay, That Faith is to be kept with = 
ticks, a 
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For the clearing of which, we muſt firſt relate the matter of fact in 
the caſe of the Council of Conſtance, and then examine the ſeveral evaſions 
you make in vindication of their proceedings, notwithſtanding the ſafe- 
conduct given by the Emperonr and Council, The (tory then is brictly this 3 
ACouncilat Conſtance being called for redrefling abuſes in the Church , 
adputting an end to that Schiſmr, which was between the three Antipopes 
Gregory 12, Benedi@. 13, John 23. John Huſſe is ſummoned by the Empe- 
rowr Sigiſmund to appear before it. And tg take away all fears and fuſpi- 
cions of unhandſome dealing, the Emperor = him a ſafe-conduct, in 
which it was expreſſed, 0zmm7 prorſus impedimento remoto, tranſfire, ſtare, 
morari, & redire libere permittatis;, that without all manner of hin- 
drance, he ſhould be ſuflered to come, appear, ſtay, and return treely. 

That ſuch a ſafe-condnct was given by the Emperonr, and pleaded by 
Hyſe, is agreed on all ſides. But notwithſtanding this, he had not been 
above three weeks in Conſtance, but, contrary to' his ſafe-conduct, he is 
thrown into priſon 3 which being done in the Emperonrs abſence, he re- 
turns to the Corel, and argues the caſe with them, upon which they 


PS; 2; 


- 


—_— FM 5 @*W 


LS w—— 
. 


4 BS + er TT TE® =©Feas. 


22 2, 8, 


DIEETE TE 


pas the decree contained in the 19 Seſſion of that Conncil, in thele words 


cted in the Margent, which, that you may not quar- 
rel with my interpretation of, I will take your own. 
This preſent Sacred Synod declareth, That by whatſoever 
ſfe-condut, granted by the Emperour, Kings, or other 
Secular Princes, to Hereticks, or ſuch as are defamed 
far Hereſie, no prejudice can ariſe, no impediment can, 
orought to be put to the Catholick Faith, or other Eccle- 
ſuſtical juriſdiFion, but that (notwithſtanding the ſaid 
ſafe-condu) it may be lawful for any competent and 
Ecclefraſtical Judge to enquire into the errours of ſuch 
perſons, and duly otherwaies proceed againſt then, and 
puniſh ther ſo far as juſtice ſhall require, if they ſhall per- 
tinaciouſly refuſe to revoke their erronrs;, yea though 
they come to the place of judgement, relying upon ſuch 
ſafe-condutF, and would not otherwiſe come thither ; 
nor doth he who ſo prontiſeth, remain obliged in any 


Preſens ſunta$Syned;s ex quovis ſalug-con- 
autiu per Imperatorem, reges, & alios fecull 
priacipes, hereticis, vel de hereſs diffunatssy 
putantes eoſdem ſic & ſais errovibies revocarey 
guocung, ſe vinculo,obſlrinxernt, conceſſo, 
nullum fide; Cathelice vil (uriſcttiontFecle- 
ſaflice prejudicium geuerari, ve! impedimen- 
tum preft 11 poſſe, ſeu debere declarat, qo 
mins d'{lo ſaluo-condutts non obſtinte, li- 
ceat judici competents & Eccleſiaſiico, de bu» 
juſmod; perſonarum erroribus inquirere, x 
alids contra eos debits procedere, enſdem;;, 
punice, quantum juſtitia ſuadebit, 6 (108 r= 
rores revocare pertinacitty vecuſauerints 
eli1mſt de ſ.ilun-coadutty confifi ad locum 
veaerint judicut altgs non ven rriznec fic pro- 
mittextem cum fecerit quod inpſo eſt, ex 
al;quo remmfſiſe ebligatam Concil Cons 
Naar, ſelf, 1 g, P. 19754 Tom. 7, Concil; 
p. 2. ed, Binii, 


thing, having done what lyes in him. Upon this decree of the Conncil 
the Emperour looks on himlſclf, as abſolved from his obligation, and not 
ouly concurred in the {cntence againſt Hſe, but gave order himſelf about 


his execution. 


The Queſtion- then is, Whether the Exzperoxr did not 


break his Faith with Joþr Hyſſe in ſo doing 3 and, Whether the Conncil did 
not decree, that neither he, nor any elſe, were bound to keep it with He- 
rticks, Although this caſe be ſo plain and clear to all perſons, who have 
any ſenſe of juſtice and honeſty, that we dare appeal to the moſt indiffe- 
rent perſons in the world, Whether it be not a notorious violation of 
Faith, after a moſt ſolemn promiſe of ſafe rcturn, to proceed to judgement 
apainſt the perſon, who came meerly relying on that promiſe, and the 
lmeperſon to be the Inſtrument of his exccution, who gave the ſafe- 
condu@t on which he truſted : And whether the declaring,that ſuch a per- 
lon is not obliged to keep his promile, becauſc it isa matter of Hereſie he had 
iled in, be not to declare, That no Faith is to be kept with Hereticks. 
et ſince no ations are ſo bad, if they tend to your advantage, but you 
will have ſomething to blind theeyes of the ſimple with,we mult conſider 
What you haveto plead in vindication of theſe proceedings. You tell us 
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then, That the Emperonr did not break his Faith with John Hulle, and th, 
notwithſtanding the ſafe-condut given, he was Juſt burnt. Bold and daring 
aſſertions ! .but we muſt enquire into the reaſons of them. Two thing, 
you ſeem moſt to rely on, and the ſtrength of all your Anſwer depends 
them : which being the things, Becaus, and the reſt of your party infiſt gy 
in thiscaſe, I ſhall more cloſely examine, The fir{t1s, From the natures 


the ſaſe-conduf given, that it was not ſuch as could hinder juſtice ;, the lecond 


is, From the difference of the Secular and Ecclefiaſtical Power, and that 1; 
Erperour could make no promiſe in prejudice of the Churches Juriſdifion, 
Firſt, You diſtinguiſh of a ſafe-conduct, which, you ſay, may be gran; 
two waies ; firit, jure communi, when tis giver only againſt unjuſt violence 
falva ſemper juſtitia, provided alwates that Juſtice be not impeached: g. 
condly, jure ſpeciali, when it ſecures a man againſt all violence whatſor 
whether juſt or uxjuſt, and chiefly in that cauſe for which it is given, In j 


former manner only, you ſay, A ſafe-conduct was granted by the Empergy 


to John Huſle, and by the Council of Conſtance #o Hierom of Prague : In th 
latter ſort , the Council of Trent offered ſafe-conduct to the Proteſtants iy 
Germany, &c. No Faith therefore was broken with John Hulle ; for, afe 
conduct was only given him yare communi, by which Joſtice was to remain 
unimpeachable, ſince he was only promiſed to be defended againſt unjult ny. 
lence ; which was performed, 1 grant, a ſafe-conduct may be given my 
waies ; the firſt, is to ſecure men from all unjuſt violence, in order to 
legal trial 3 and this is granted in ſuch caſes, when the perſon accuſe 
looks on the Law, as open for him as well as his Adverſaries, and puts hin- 
ſelf on a fair tryal before equal and indifterent Judges : and in ſuch ©- 
ſes the intent of the ſafe-conduct is exprelled, Dams tibi fidem publican 
cauſam dicendi in judicio contra vim, non contra juris executionem ; as the 
Formula of it is in the Roman Empire, thence that-Zwyerial Conſtitutinn 
which prohibits that any ſafe-conduct be givento the accuſer, or the guil 
ty perſon adverſus publicum ſudicium, fed ſolum contra vim , againſt pub- 
lick juſtice, but only againſt violence : but then,thele are the ſafe-condud: 
which ſubordinate Ofhcers can only grant ; becauſe theſe have no power 
over the life of perſons, but they are only to ſee juſtice duly adminiltred 
to all perſons, in order to which they may give luch ſafe-condacts as may 
prevent ſuch things, as may hinder the due execution of Juſtice. But 
then further, a ſafe-conduct may be given with reſpect to thoſe who ar: 
to judge of the cauſe, z.e. in caſe a perſon avoids appearance upon fear 
that the perſons he is ſummoned before, will preſently caſt him into pri 
fon, or put him todeath; now, if a ſafe-condact be granted by him, who 
bath the abſolute power of life and liberty, ſoas to hinder the execution 
of any ſentence paſſed, in this caſe the ſafe-condact is full and abſolute, 
and admits of no reſtriftions or limitations. Now this latter is plain! 
our preſent caſe; For Joh Huſſe had been ſummoned before to appcarat 
Rome, tovindicate himſelf in point of Hereſte, but ſuſpefting foul deal 
ing, he durſtnot go: And, Can we in reaſon think he would ever have 
gone to Conſtance, if the Exmperour had not granted him ſuch a Conducts 
might ſccure him from his fears, as to his life. and liberty 2 And therefore, 
ſince the Experonr, to whom it only belonged to diſpoſe of both, had 
granted him fo expreſs a ſafe-condxct, he thought he might ſecurely gu, 
For, To what end or purpole is a ſafe-conduct granted, if it be not tok- 
cure that which the perſon to whom it was given had moſt cauſe to fear! 


Now it is apparent, John Hyſſe was not afraid of any unjuſt violence by the 
Way, 
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way,for he was ſo ſecure as to that,that he left his /afe-condxct in the hands 
of his friends, till he came at Conſtance, as appears by the unqueſtionable 
rts of that ſtory onall hands ; which is an evident argument, that the 
intent of the ſafe-condud? was to ſecure him at Conſtance, trom any injury 
ing done him by the Council. And although the Conncil might take up- 
on them, not only to judge of Hereſte, but to condemn him for itz yet, as 
long as the execution of that ſentence belonged to the Secular Power, he 
had reaſon tothink, that whatever the Council might determine, yet the 
Emperonrs Faith being ſolemnly given him, he need not tear the execution 
of it. For that being in the Emperours power, he was bound by his pub- 
lick Faith not to give way to it. To make this clear by an Inſtance ;, It 
is more evident by our Laws, that one who hath taken orders at Rowe, 
coming into the Nation, and being convicted of it, is liable to death , 
than'iit was by the Laws then in force,that ſuch who were condemned for 
Herefie, ſhould be burnt 3 Suppoſe now, that a Prieſt be ſummoned by the 
King to appear before his Courts of Jaſtice, with a ſaſe-condud, or pro- 
miſe given, that he ſhould come, appear, and return freely, without any 
hinderance 3 Would not you, or any other Rowiſh Prieſt, think your ſelves 
hardly dealt with,and that the King had broken his Faith, if he ſhould nut 
only ſuffer you to be condemned, but give expreſs order for your execu- 
tion; and then tell you, that the ſafe-condui? was to be underſtood ſalrs 
jſfitia, without any impeachment of JxiZice, and that it was only to pro+ 
eff you from all unjuſt violence > And, Was not the caſe juſt the ſame 
here of the Emperonr Sigiſmund, and John Huſſe * Was John Huſſe lo igno- 
rant, as not to know they would condemn him tor Herefie, when a Cour+ 
lat Rome had condemned him for it already 2 Or, Did not he know 
what courſe was like to be taken with perſons #4 condemned ? What could 
hethen imagine to be the intent of this ſafe-condud, but to ſecure him 
from all violence to be done to his perſon under a pretence of execution of 
Juſtice? And for all this, was not the Emperovrs Faith violated, when he 
was not only impriſoned, but burnt, by the Ewperonrs exprels order, not- 
withſtanding his ſolemn promiſe that he ſhoula come, appear, and re- 
turn freely, without any hinderance ? If this be a ſufe-condutt, it is only 
ſucha one as they that go to the Ga//ows have, a ſafe-condud? to execution, 
Belides, that this could not be ſuch a ſaſe-condud, fulvs juſtitia, as you 
ſpeak of, is manifeſt from the tenor and words of it, For fafe-condud7s, be- 
ng granted in favour of perſons, are to be taken in their largeſt ſenſe, it 
no limitations be expreſled in them; and it is a Ale among thoſe who 
ſhould, and do underſtand theſe things beſt, That « ſafe-condud is of the 


nature of a Covenant, and the words of it import a pro- 


import a freedom of departure and going thence, $0 
that we fee, if we take the Emperonrs ſafe-condut? in 
the expreſs words of it, it imports much more than ſuch a one as is only 
ſad juſtitis ; becauſe it ran in the moſt general and comprehenſive rerms, 
and was granted not by any ſubordinate Jzudg2, but by the Emperour him- 
elf, who was able, as well as bound, to make it good in the molt large and 
extenſive ſenſe. But further, if this had becn granted only ſalr's juſtitis. 
lo thatthe Connczl had liberty to proceed on him as they ſaw good, What 

Yy 2 made 
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others report he did, and that becauſe of the ſafe-condn& he had giyey 
him ? It ſeems the Exzperonr wanted Becanws, and you, to have told hin 
That he never granted any ſafe-conduct, but what had the reſervation of 
aſalod juſtitia, and that ſuch juſtice too, as his greateſt enemy muſt ſhey 
him : It he had known this, he needed not have been troubled at that 
which he made account of, in granting the ſafe-conduct. Laſtly, Why 
need the Conncil have taken ſuch pains to ſatisfie the Emperonr, by decl. 
ring ina decree, that neither he, nor any Prince was bound by their ſq: 
conducts, to hinder Hereticks from being puniſhed, it he had not thought 
himſelf obliged to do it, by the ſafe-conduct he had given ? and if hedid 
think ſo before the decree of the Conncil, then certainly there was noſaki 
Juſtiti4 underſtood by him in the ſafe-conduct he had granted. Thus we 
ſee, how on all hands it opgeats trom Hyſſe's fears and deſires, the Emy 
rours power, the nature of ſafe-conducts, the Emperours own ſenſe ofir,and 
the Coxncils decree, that this firſt Anſwer hath no ground at all, vis, th 
the ſafe conduct was granted jure communi, and that it was only to hinder 
unjuſt violence, and not the execution of Juſtice. 

But beſides, you ſay, John Huſſe was juſtly burnt, for two reaſons : 1h 
firſt is, For bemg obſtinate in his Hereſie ; the ſecond, For having fled, whit 
the Emperour had prohibited in his ſafe-conduct, under pain of death, [mn 
ſwer, [tisnot, Whether a man, obſtinate in Hereſte, may be burnt, which 
is now the Queſtion, although that may juſtly bear a diſpute too: Bu, 
Whether one, ſuſpected for Hereſie, and coming to a Conncil with (if 
conduct tor coming and returning,may be burnt without violation ofFaith: 
your firſt reaſon then, is nothing to the purpoſe, and your ſecond aslittk; 
Firſt, Becauſe there 1s no certain evidence at all of Hyſe's flying ; it nx 
being objected againſt him by the Emperonr, who only upbraided hin 
with his obſtinacy in his Herelte, as the cauſe of his execution ; and with 
all, if Huſſe had fled, and had tutfered death for that, as you ſay heougjt 
to have done, he would not have ſuftered the death proper to Hereſte,and 
not to flying; nor been accounted (as by all your own Authours he is): 

ſufferer on the account of Hereſte, But this being a groundleſs Calum, it 
needs no further confutation. 

But before we come to your ſecond Anſwer,the caſe of Hierom of Pri 
mult be diſcuſted fo far as it is diſtin& from that of John Hyſſe 5 who, i 
ſeems, was trepanned by a pretended ſafe-condut? granted him by th 
Conncil, and not by the Emperonr, wherein, you tell us, that expreſs claiſes 
ſalva ſemper juſtitia wes inſerted (which is another argument that the ſi: 
condutt of the Emperonr to Huſſe was of another nature, becauſe it ran in 
general terms, without any ſuch clauſe) but poor Hierom, who, it ſens 
was not acquainted with the arts and ſubtilties of his enemies, but though 
them as honeſt as himlelf, ventures to Conſtance upon this ſafe-conduT:bu 
when he came thither, and began to underſtand the jugglings of hiscne 
mics, he thought to ſhift for himſelf by flight, but being taken, was bum. 
Sothat Hzerom ſuffered through his honeſt ſimplicity and credulity, nd 
confidering what that /alva juſtitia would mean in his caſe, which, asthe) 
interpreted it, was ſuch another fafe-condwF, as known Malefactors have 
tothe place of Jxſtice - but to call it a ſafe-conduct, in the ſenſe which Ht: 
ram apprehended itin, is as proper as to lay, Aman that is to be execute 
{hall have a Salvo for his life. This was therefore intended, as appeats Þj 
the event, as a mecr trick to bring him within their power ; and - - 

uc 
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ſuch /afe-conducts granted with thoſe clauſes (by ſuch perſons who are to 
interpret them themſelves) are, and nothing clle : For they are the fole 
udges what this Juſtice ſhall be, Neither can you ſay then, That Faith 
was kept with Hierom of Prague - for no ſuch thing as a ſafe-conduct, truly 
ſocalled, was intended him; and when the Experour was fſollicited to 

nt him one, he utterly denied it, becauſe of the bad ſucceſs he had in 
that of John Huſſe and lome of the Corncil being then preſent with the 
Emperour, offered to give him a ſafe-conduct, but they very honeſtly ex- 
plained themſelves, that it was aſafe-conduct for coming thither, but not 
tor going thence again. And ſo it proved. So that Faith was well giver 
to Hierom of Prague, and as well kept to John Huſſe. 

But, ſay you, Had the Proteſtants gone to the Conncil of Trent, wpon the 
ſafe-conduct granted them by that Council jare ſpeciali, in the ſecond manner, 
they could not at all have been puniſhed under any pretence of Hereſie, without 
manifeſt breach of Faith ; which all Catholicks hold to be unlawful, The like 
may be ſaid of the ſafe-conduct offered them for going to Rome. But you 
muſt better ſatisfie us, that you look upon this as a breach of Faith, than as 
yet you have done, For ſo are your ambiguities, 1n your expreſſions of 
this nature, that men who know your arts, can hardly tell when they 
have your right meaning. For you may look on all breach of Faith as 
unlawful,and yet not look on your aCting contrary to your expreſs words, 
in ſafe-condacts offered to Hereticks, to be a breach of Faith. For you 
may ſay. Faith is there only broken, where men are bound/to keep it ; 
but you are not bound to keep it with Hereticks, and that becauſe your 
obligation to the Church is greater than it can be to Hereticks; when there- 
fore you have Hereticks in your power, it. is an caſte matter for you to 
fy, that, were it in any thing elſe, but in a matter ſo nearly concerning 
the Intereſt of your Holy Mother the Church, you could not but obſerve it, 
but your obligation to that is ſo great,as deſtroics all other which are con- 
trary to it : and the obligation being deſtroyed, there isno breach of Faith 
atall ; and therefore you may hold all breach of Faith unJawtul, and yer 
you may proceed againſt thole whom you account Hereticks, contrary to 
allengagements whatſoever, and then ſay, This is no breach of Faith. And 
the truth is, by your Doctrines of xquivocations, and mental relervations, 
you have made all manner of converle in the world fo lubricous and un- 
certain, that he who hath to deal with you, eſpecially in matters where 
the intereſt of your Church is concerned, had need be wary, and remember 
todiſtruſt, or elle he may repent it afterwards. If you thercfore account 
the Proteſtants crafty Foxes, in not coming to Rome, or the Council of Trent, 
It was, becauſe they would not venture too near the Lions Der; but it 
you will not account them w/c xzez, for refuling fo fair an ofter, you will 
give usleaveto think them fo, till they ſee better reaſon to truſt your of- 
ers. And the Conncil of Trent did very well totell them in their torm 
ofſafe-conduct, they would not do by them as the Council of Conſtance 
did, for therein they ſhew, how much the Faith of Councils was ſunk by 
that, ſo that if that were not particularly excepted, no truſt would ever 
begiven tothem more. But, ſuppoſing the /afe-conduct of the Conncil of 
Trent jo have been never ſo free from ſuſpicion, the Proteſtants had ſut- 
cient reaſons not to appear there, as will be manitcſted atterwards, 

We'come therefore now to your ſecond Anſwer, in vindication of the 
Council of Conſtance, which is this, That by that decree the Council declares, 
that no Secular Power, how ſovrraien ſocver, can hinder the proccedings of the 
E celeſtajt ical 


v5. 


P, 144+ 


Of keeping Faith with Hereticks. Part WL 


H ce Santa 


$526dus con- FNC Council; upon which the Sacred Synod declares, That they 


(untienſis Jo- 10. do with bir, but to deliver him over to the Secular Power.,and accordinzh 
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Eccleſtaſtical Tribunal in cauſes of Hereſie 5, for which there is great reaſon > 


and conſequently, if the Emperour, or any other Secular Prince, grants a ſfe. 


conduct, or makes promiſe of any thing to the prejudice of that Juriſdiction, i 
ſhall not hold. The reaſon is, becauſe 'tis a promiſe made of a thing not pert tix. 


ing to the Juriſdiction of that Prince, nor wholly in his power to ſee performed, 
TothisI anſwer, 1. That if I underſtand any thing, this is exprefly to fay 
That no Prince is to keep Faith with Hereticks, and that is it which you are 
chargedwith; and you made ule of this diſtinCtion, to free your ſelyes 
from. Now that this is the plain meaning of it, thus appears : you fay jn 
the words immediately after 3 But the Council no where teaches, That Faith 
or ſafe-conduct given in temporal cauſes properly pertaining to the Princes Jy. 
riſdiction, is not to be kept by all, and to all perſons of what condition ſocver, 


ſo far as it is poſſeble, Which is as much as to ſay, That in any other caſe 


but that of Hercſee, they are tokeep Faith, but not in that : fur this of ke. 
reſie, is that which you oppoſe to all Teporal Cauſes, and challenge it as 
belonging to an Eccleſiaſtical Tribunal ; when therefore the Comncil of 
Conſtance decrees, That no Secular Power is cbliged by any ſafe-conduct, to 
any thing which may hinder the Eccleſraft ical Tribunals proceeding in cau- 
ſes of Hereſte, what doth it elſe but declare in expreſs terms, That Faith i 
not to be kept with Hereticks, i.e. in any thing rclating to their Hereſe; for 
this, you ſay, they have nothing to do with: and therefore let Kings and 
Princes make never ſo ſolemn promiſes and engagements to men ſulpeted 
of Hereſie, to their peril be it, who rely upon them.for they have nothingto 
do to promiſe in ſuch matters,and though theirFaith be given never ſopub- 
lickly and folemnly,they are not bound to keep it;nay, they are bound not 
to keepit: for,if they ſhould,it would be to the apparent miſchief and pre- 
judiceof the Church. This necellarily follows from your own wok edt 
diſtinction here uſed by you.Sothat now we need ſeek no further than your 
ſelf,and Becanws, for the open avowing of this Principle, That #0 Prince is 
bound to keepF aith withHereticks;but if he doth nk ſafe-conduct to them 
though it be more than he can do, yet the Church can make that good ule df 
It, that by that means ſhe may get the Hereticks under her powerzand when 
ſhe hath them,jt is but then declaring this promite to be null, and ſhe may do 
with them as ſhe pleaſes. ' Neither is it only Becanws, and you, wha lay this, 
but it is the received Principle among you, whatever you ſay or pretendto 
the contrary; I meannot, that you ſay im expreſs terms, That Faith is us 
to be kept with Hereticks, but by this diſtinCtion of the Secular and Ecclel 
aſtical Power,as you ule it,you ſay that from whence it necellarily follow: 
But yet I anſwer 2. Though this diſtin&tion ſhould be granted, yet it cair 
not really excuſe the Emperonr from violating his Faith. For, I ſay,he pre- 
miſled nothing but was in his power,which was, to ſecure him as to life and 
liberty. Now, although the Emperoxr had ſuffered the Feeleſiaſt ical Tri 
bunal, todo what belonged to it, which was to enquire intothe chaige 
of Hereſte, and to give ſentence upon the perſon, yet the execution belony: 
ed wholly to the Secular Power ;, as the Conncil it ſelf acknowledged,when 
after the ſentence of Hereſfe was pronounced againſt John Huſſe, there Wi 
nothing of the executive part which was pleaded, as belonging to the 
Church, but only degradation, and that was performed in the preſence 
þ id 10 1807 


decrees 
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decrees it 10 be done, Now when the Synod dectares this, Is it not plain, 
that what concerns his lite, doth properly and only belong to the Secular 
Power; if therefore the Emperour was bound to do all which lay in him to 
do, he was effectually bound to ſecure him-as to life and liberty, for both 
thoſe lay within his power. And therctore, when he gave order for his 
execution, he was highly guilty of the violation of his Faith ; and if the 
Council of Conſtance declared him ablolved as to this too, it is yet more 
evident, that they not only decreed, That m0 Faith was to be kept with 
Kereticks in matters concerning the Eccleſeaſtical Tribunal, but in ſuch as 
concerned the Secular Power, which is much as to ſay, Not at all. And by 
this the vanity of this diſtinction of the Secular and Eccleſiaſtical Power is 
ſuſiciently manifeſt, and that 1t evidently appears, that the Conncil of 
Conſtance did decree, That zo Faith was to be kept with Hereticks, And 
thus I have proved, that his Lordſhip hath not, as you calumniate him, 
inorantly or malicionſly wronged the Council, but that no other tolerable 
{nſe, beſides that which his Lordſhip faith, can be made of the decree 
then paſſed 5 and notwithſtanding your arts and diſtinCtions, nothing can 
be more plain, than that John Hwſſe was trepanned into his ruiae by the 
Faith of the Experour given to him. It can be therefore nothing but ci- 
| ther palpable ignorance, or a deceit as grols as truſting = ſafe-condutt 
| namatter of Hereſce, _ lo confidently to aflert, That if the Relator 
| hd not mangled the words of the Council (to deceive his Reader) but ſet 
dawn the decree fairly and fully as it is, the buſineſs had been ſo clear, that it 
ould ſcarce have any diſpute, Whereas his Lordſhip only ſets down the 
tle of the decree, and fo he tells you himſelf, and this he doth as faith- 
fully as may be, and whereas nothing can more evidence the juglings of 
the Connc7t, than the Decree it {cIf doth, in which nothing is more plain 
than that, In caſe of Hereſie, no Prince is bound to keep Faith with any per- 
ons whatſoever. 

From the Council of Conſtance, we procced to other Authors, to ſee, yg 6, 
whether they do not concurr with it in this Opinion. For this, his Lord- 
ſhip cites $imancha a Spaniſh Biſhop,and a Canoniſt as well as Civilian, who 
exprelly ſaith, That Faith js not to be kept with 
tereticks , as neither with Tyrants, Tyrates, or other Fides Hereticis data parandes' +5- 
publick Robbers; and plainly juſtifies the proceed- NT roxdleing + or we" 
j ngs of the Council of Conſtance in that reſpect, in ſee. 51. 
}- 
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. FE Fare tgitur Haretici quid 1s grav flims 
that Hereticks by their ſolemn judgement were burnt, JM. Confltienſs indicio', © legit 


although mggy's ſecurity had been given them, Let flunns concremati (wat , quomvis promn'ſ= 


s now ſee, what anſiver you return to theſe /*, ls ſecmitas fifſer, lnftir, tit 46, 
1 —_yY : ſc, 52, 

, clear Citations. In general you ſay, The Biſhop was 

F mncere or unadviſed in quoting this Author, T1 wonder wherein: 1 Þ: 155- 

; © *nfure, not ſo much as you are in your Anſwers to him. For, you ſay 


Simancha holds not this abſolutely and univerſally, but only in caſes, wherem 
that which is promiſed cannot be lawfully performed. Hence, ſay you,Simancha 
A bath theſe words, Veruntamen (ut Marius Salomonius ait) promiſla con- 
n a Chriſtum fides, fi preſtetur, perfidia eſt, 1f Faith be given againſt 
he Criſt, that is to the diſhononr of God, or contrary to the precepts of true Ke- 
of I 9'9n, it were perſidionſneſs to obſerve it. But the Anſiver to this is eaſie: 
mw | fri ers from $imzancha's own grounds, that he ſuppoſerh it holds 
< uverlally, becauſe Faith can never be given to Hereticks, fo as that pro- 
; nile can be lawfully performed, becauſe thereby he ſuppoſeth it given 
anſrCr;/t, and to the diſhonour of God, and therefore concludes, it 
would 


7 
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would be perfidiouſneſs to obſerve it. 


O f keeping Faith with Hereticks, Þ art], 


And this is evident from Simaz. 


cha's own grounds, which he gives for it. For, faith he, if Faith be not kept 


$3 Ty-annis, Piyatis, & Cettris predonibus 
fides ſcryanga non oft, qui corpus 'occidlunt | 
longe m'nus heretics perti8actbusy qe OCCie 
dunt animas. 1d.ibs 


Dramobrem fides ills data, etiam juramen's 
firmata, contra publicum bonum, contra ſ4- 
{utem animarumy contra jura divina & Une 
mana, nutlo modo ſcruanda, lb. 


with Tyrants, Pirats, and other Robbers, which kill th, 
body:;mmch leſs with Hereticks, who deſtroy ſouls : whit 
reaſon being abſolute and univerſal, his Propoſition mu 
be ſotog. And very conſonantly to his former aſk. 
tions concludes, That if Faith be given them with ,, 
Oath, againſt the publick good, againſt the ſalvatign of 
fouls, againſt divine and humane Laws, it is not to, 
kept ;, and it is well known that all Hereſfes are . 


counted ſo by you, and therefore in no caſe Faith is to be kept with Hy. 
ticks. Neither can this poſſibly be underſtood meerly of private per. 
ſons; for his words are general, and we ſee he vindicates the proceeding; 
ofthe Council at Conſtance upon theſe grounds, and he quotes Marin ge. 


Scribit etiam Sa'omonins 44 d, |. 2. exaRt. de 
orig. juris,& refert Perrus 'laca. 1,1 epit. 
deli&.c. 37. in fin. I'a obſervatum fuſſe 
contra hereticos vecatos in Concilis Conſtan- 
rienſs ſub ſalv0-condutta, qui tamen contra 
datam fidem neeati fuerunt. Nox ergo ſalvo- 
conduttui fidere debxit. D. Scipio. Mcno- 
echius. lib. x Concil. 109. n. 191. 

Dued vero ſcribit Placa dec. 37,0 fin. be- 
reticn datam fidom ſervandan non eſſe, intel= 
ligo cum da'a fides eft ad detrimentum fid:s 
Catholice, 1d Concil. 160. N. 219. 

Ita enim l0qitur Conradus Bruns in trad. 
de hzret, c. 14.1 3. cam ſcribit, Non licere 
paciſci cum heretics ut lbere poſiint 13 dame 
2414 corum [eta vivere. n. 220, 

Duod ſi ob1ic.atur, Concilium Conflintenſe 
301 obſervaſſe ſa'vos-condudtos conceſſos ab 
Imperatoribus & Regibus ; facile erit ye- 
Thondere, Nox licwiſſe uilus Imperatoribus & 
Regibus , coucedere tutos veddere beret'e 
cos; rum quia inferior non poteſt ſalunm- 
conduttum coucedere damnato & majort, tum 
etiam quia Im-eratorum & Rrgum oſt hereti- 
cos expugnare, non aiutem ſecuras & tutos 
reddere ; quemadmedum abunds tradit ( o4. 
rad. Pruxius. 1.3. de beret. C15. Refte | 
Cancilio ſalvi- cont ln Ins 1h annnullati fute 
THRILN, 227, 228, 


lomonins and Flaca,who likewiſe aflert in terms,That 
Faith given to Hereticks 1s not to be kept,and make 
uſe of the inſtance of the Council of Conſtance to proye 
it. And Menochins, whom Simancha likewiſe cite, 
who was an 7talian Canoniſt,and therefore might yel 
know the practices of Rome in theſe caſes, ſaith, Thy 
Placa expreſly holds, That Faith is not tobe hept with 
Hereticks, which. he ſaith, he underſtands ſo, when Faith 
7s given to the injury of the Catholick Faith : and cite 
Conradus Brunus to this purpoſe, That it is not lasfi 
to make ſuch agreements with Hereticks, that they 

enjoy the liberty of their own ſed. Tt theretore they 
muſt interpret, how far the Faith given tends to the 
prejudice of the Catholick Faith, we lee, how little 
curity can be had from any ſolemn promiſe, And 
Menochixs himſelf aſſerts the ſafe-condut? granted ly 
Princes, in caſe of Hereſie to be unlawful, becauſe theinſe- 
riour (as he ſuppoſes Princes to be to the Eccleſiaftici 
Tribunal) cannot ſecure them who are condemned by ih 
Superiour, and becauſe Kings and Emperonrs onght i 
ther to deſtroy Hereticks, than to ſecure them, Ani 
therefore the Council of Conſtance did well in mlin 


the ſafe-conducts granted to Hereticks, And what now is this, but in pl 
terms to aſſert, That Faith is not to be kept with Hereticks 2 Neither ca 
you fay, as ome do, That they are the Canoniſts, and not the Church o 
Kome, which aſlert this : for, beſides that the Camoniſts underſtand wel 
enough the intrigues and proceedings of the Court of Rowe, alrhough it 
leems they do not conceal them ſo much as they ſhould do, yet they ar: 
not only theſe who have aſſerted it, but ſome great men of your Chr, 
have, upon occaſion, exprefly faid it ; for we are not to expect that thi 
thould be avowed as a publick Opinion of your Church, for that were to 
make it unſcrviceable to you; but when you have thoſe whom you cal 
Hereticks at an adyantage, then is the time to diſcover this. $0 ther 


wanted not ſome to 


rſwade Charls the fifth , notwithſtanding the 


Jafe-conduct given to Luther at his coming to 1 erm25, to deal by him as the 
Council of Conſtance had done by Fohn Huſſe, and that upon this very ac 
count, That no Faith was to be kept with Hereticks : Eut the Emperon, 
and the Princes about him, were perſons of too great honour and honelty 
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tohearken to ſuch perfidious Councils. And no meaner a perſon than 
Cardinal Hoſius, admoniſhes Henry King of Poland, that he ought not to keep 
the Faith he had given to the Proteſtants, and gives this 
reaſon for it, That an Oath ought to not be the bond of p,omififi preſtiade tear; ; 1814 juramewum 
inquity. And the Jeſuit Poſſevin is reported to have ne 0j9 STRntee TE FRI 
given the ſame counſel afterwards to Stephen ng TT ONT 
Poland. But theſe yp are,as much as pofhible, kept from our view, and 
the Books containing uch DoCctrines inthem, are like the Golden Legends 
bought up by themtelvesto prevent our diſcovery of their frauds and im- 
poſture 3 and therefore if we cannot inſtance in thoſe Jeſuits, who have 
expreſly taught thisOpinion in print,yct that only argues the greater fraud 
and ſubtilty of them, who will own and practiſe ſuch things, which they 
darenot publickly ayow to the world. And yet it appears from the way 
uſed by Becanws, and you, in vindication of your ſclves, that you cannot 
poſſibly avoid, the aſſerting ſuch things from whence it necellarily follows, 
That Faith is not to be kept with Hereticks. But becauſe the Doctrine it (elf 
sgrown a matter ſo odious to the world, being contrary to all principles 
ofhumanity and juſtice, and which, if practited by all thole who call each 
other Hereticks, would overthrow all civil focictiesz therefore you dare 
not but in terms difown it, though it {till remains among thole Arcana $9- 
etatis, thoſe hidden works of darkneſs, which want only a fair opportu- 
wy to diſcover themſelves. But as much as you wipe your mouth,though 
tbe foul enough in ſaying, That ncither the Biſhop, nor all his gang, arc 
tle to name one of them of that Opinion, to make it appear, how much 
jou have abuſed your ſelf in theſe words: I ſhall make a ſhort buſineſs of it, 
and name your ſelf for oe, and Becarus your Author for another, and rc- 
fer the Reader to what gocs before, for an evidence that you own thoſe 
Principles from whence it unavoidably follows, That no Faith is to be 
kept with Hereticks. 
But, Are the Jeſuits indeed grown fuch honeſt men,that not one of their 5. 7: 
number can be named, who allcrt this Doctrine? A happy change! For 
lure they were not alwaics ſo; 1f we believe that excellent ay ſon of as 
great integrity as learning, and a Romaniſt too, Jac. Auguſtus Thuanus in his 
Elegy in Parricidas, wherewith he concludes his fa- 
cred Poems 3 in which he ſpeaks great and ſad 
truths of that honeſt Society ; where he mentions 


Nunq'eam patiarss ulld teratione ad tx que 


Scilicet has artes aiper gens gnart ngcends 
Exitio iavexit, Gallia, 8it4 tuo, 
H:Sperie ſuſcis geas em [aria a oris 


thole Cruelties and Aſſaſmations , which were 
brought into theſe parts of the world by the Arts 
and Opinions of a famous Society, which makes no- 
thing of Laws, Faith, Honeſty, Religion, to ad- 
rance that Intereſt which it hath eſpouſed 3 and 
expreſly ſaith, That they deny Faith to be kept, 
that by their diſtinfions and ſubriltics, they encr- 
Yatethe force of divine commands, they deny obc- 
dence to authority, deſtroy Religion under a pre- 
tence of Piety, break engagements, teach the mur- 
thering Kizzgs 3 and what not? And yet all this 
While, not one of all this Socicty ever taught, T hat 
Faith was not to be kept with Hereticks. But 
whence came then the great diſputes, Whether an 
Oath of Allegiance might be raken to Heretical 


Princes ? Was it not frem hence that Hereſie was ſuppoſed to Giſlolve that 


{ f 


Fucus affcttats que gravilate legit) 

Nata Magiftratum corvcll.re, nata Mintſtr is 
Subſtrahere gbſequians, Preſulibuſy; [46m 2 

Ge-1014 que dun placeat, faventq; trif aug, 
Terrarum religuos non facit aſis eros, 

Et culo facians dignum puta', omilta [&c 
In Regus lang 13 tradgre ſceptra mans, 

Due d:'/cipliaim morum, que Gallica verit, 
Exulo, legum ſoluere judy meu y 

Es wile regnaninm ani, ipſnſq; uecaices 
Horreada Regs prod-tiene dacet ; 

Servandamg; tivem negat, argitiſq; cavillis 
Detorquer magnt juſſa ſevera Det. 

Nos pat:inur ſegaes, lentiq; ſedemis ad iram 
Et pietas 3/4 religion? pit, 

P/011445 Induche vidlautur pat e Outritium 
Auftore, & Miitis RNC 1 be VER » 

Nos rvat antiquo vitamproduccre ritay 
Nos juvat ia priſcd ſimplictate mert. 

JacAug,Thuanus Eleg,in t art icidas 
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obligation to obedicnce, which otherwiſe men Jay under? And if it doh 


—— — ———} 


deſtroy that Faith which menowe to thcir Sovcraigns, In cale of Herehe: 
Will it not equally deſtroy that Faith which Prizces promule to their jy, 


jects in caſe of Hereſee too ? For what reaſon can be given for the one, 
which will not hold for the other allo. And who were they, I pray, by 
thoſe loyal perſons the Jeſuits, who broached, fomented, and PTOpagated 
that Doftrine 2 Was not Fker Creſwel/ a Jeſuit, who, under the name 


Univtiſathreiogorum Schola, tenet, & ef 
certum ac de fide, Duemenng; priacipem (hri- 
ſtianum, ſi a Caiholica Romana Keligione 
manifcſte deflexcrit, & alios avocare volue- 
rit, excidere ftatim owns poteſtate, &> d:giui- 
tateex ipſa v1 qurk divint & humant * hoce 
que & ante ſentenitam Vonttficis & Jadicss 
coatraipſum protatams & ſibditos quoſcune 
que L.beros ejſe ab amns juraments oblig ationcy 
q::ed de obcdienti4 prefiuiſſent, poſſeq; & 
debere bujnſmod; hominem tanquam Apoſta- 
tam && heicticum ex dominats cjicerc, ne 
alios inſiciat. Andreas Philopator Reſp. ad 
edit, Regin, Angl. p. 149. 1. 157. 


Audreas Philepator, delivers this excellent Dottrine, 


1hat the whole School of Divines teach,and it is a thing. 


certain, and of Faith, that any Chriſtian Prince, if be 
manifeſtly falls off from the Religion of the Catholick 
Roman Church, and endeavours to draw others ſpa 
it, doth by Law of God and man, fall from all Power 
and authority ; and that before the ſentence of the Tg, 
and Judge delivered againſt hit ; and that all his ſu 
jets are free ſrom the obligation of any Oath to him, of 
obedience and loyalty, and that they may and ought cy 


ſuch a one out of his power, as an Apeſlate and a Here. 


tick, leſt he infec others. T1 might mention many 
more, who write after the ſame nature, but I ſpare you, only this one maj 
ſerve inſtead of many 3 for he delivers it not only as his own judgement. 
but the conſent of the School, and as a thing moſt certain, as being of 
Faith : And will you ſtill ſay , That no Jeſuits own ſuch principles, 
That Faith is not to be kept with Hereticks ? For if Hereſie doth thus deſtroy 
all obligation to obedience in ſubjects to Heretical Princes, Will it not 
much more in Prizces toward herctical ſubjects 2 becauſe certainly Prix 
ces have a greater power and right to command over ſubjects , than jab- 
Jes over them, even in your own cale of Hereſrje, Since this therefore 
the avowed Doftrine of the Jeſuitical School, perlwade whom you canto 
believe, that you look on an obligation to Faith remaining in a caſe 
Herefie* Certainly none who under{tand your principles and pradtice, 
will have muchcauſe to rely on your Faith in this particular, $o muck 
at preſent of the Jeſuits Integrity,'as to this principle of keeping Faith nith 
Hereticks, What you add further about the Conncil of Conſtance, and 
John Huſſe, and Hierom of Pragne, 1s only ſerving up the very lame matter 
in ſomewhat different words ; for there is nothing contained in them but 
what hath been ſufficiently diſproved already : for it all depends on the 
nature of the ſafe-condud?, and the ditterence of the Secular and Ecl- 


His Lordſhip very pertinently asks, ſuppoſong wen wright go ſafely t 
Rome, To what purpoſe is it to go to a General Council thither, and uſe fret 
dom of ſpecch, ſize the Church of Rome 3s reſolved to alter nothing ; and you 


P, 156. 

vaſtical Power. 
5.8, feaſt 
P, I{7» 


very pertinently anſwer, That they were invited thither to be better in- 
ſtructed, and reclaimed from their errours, Put, Will no place ſerve torc- 
claim them but Rowe £ Can they not be as well inſtructed cl{cwhere. and 
by other means, than by being ' femmiand? to a General Conncil, We had 
thought the intention of Gereral Councils had been to have had free de- 
bates concerning the matters which divide the Church.But,it ſeems the Ire 
teſtants muſt have been ſummoned as guilty perſons,z.e. Heret:cks,and this 
Adverſaries muſt have fate as their proper Judges, and fuch who were ac- 
cuſed as the great 1novators, muſt have believed themſelves Infallible, 
and by your own ſaying, 1f ar Angel front Heaven had come as a —_— 
thithe, 
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thither, he would not have been belicyed ; nay, it had been well he had 
ekaped ſo, if your power were as great over ſpirits, as over our groſlcr 
bodies. So I ſuppoſe John Huſſe, and Hierom of Prague were invited to 
corſtance to be better inſtructed ;, and it is well we know by their example 
what you mean by your good inſtructions.,and out of adeſire toavoid them, 
carenot how little we appear where our Adverſaries not only intend to be 

es, but reſolve beforehand to condemn us whatſoever we ſay : For fo 
ou tell us, That Rome, and the Fathers of Trent were reſolved to ſtick to 
their own Doctrine (which they call Catholick,) notwithſtanding any pre- 
tended defficulties or objections brought againſt it, either by Biſhops, or any 
_— Your kind invitations then of the Proteſtants, were won- 
derful expreſſions of your Churches civility towards them; that they might 
tepreſent to hear themſelves condemned, and then eſcape how they 
could themlelves. 

The offer of a publick Diſputation, his Lordſhip truly tells you, ſegarifies 
wthing without an indifferent arbitration, and the impoſſtbility of agreeing 
mthat, renders the other uſeleſs; and only becomes ſuch Thraſonical pur- 
ons as Campiar was, who yet had as little reaſon as any man to boatt of 
bis Atchievements in his diſputations. When you therefore ſay, His Lord- 
lip would have ſome Atheiſt, Turk or Jew, to fit as indifferent perſons ; you 
hew only your Scurrility, and want of underſtanding. For his Lord- 
ponly inſiſts on the neceſſity of that, to ſhew the uſeleſneſs of publick 
lputations, where ſuch cannot be agreed on, as in this caſe. And he 
mly ſaith,This 3s a good Anſwer to all ſuch offers :, that the Kings and Church 
England had mo reaſon to admit of a publick Diſpute with the Engliſh Ro- 
wjb Clergy, till they ſhall be able to ſhew it under the Seal or Powers of Rome, 
tht that Church will ſubmit to a Third, who may be an indifferent jJndge be- 
iveen #5 and them ;, or to ſuch a General Council as is after mentioned (not 
kcha one as you would have, wherein the Pope ſhould ſit as Head of the 
Church, for that is to make the greateſt Criminal, Judge in his own cauſe.) 
And this, laith he, is an honeſt, and, I think, a full Anſwer, And without 
this, all Diſputation muſt end in Clamonr;, and therefore the more publick, 
the worſe, Becanſe, as the Clamonr is the greater, ſo perhaps will bs th: 
Scb1ſm t00, 


P. 18g. 
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Cnay. IV. 
The Reformation of the Church of Exg/and juſtificd. 


The Church of Rome guilty of Schiſm, by unjuſtly caſting Proteſtants out 
Communion, The Communion of the Catholick and particular Chnrche, 
diſtinguiſhed. No ſeparation of Proteſtants ſrom the Catholick Church, Th, 
Devotions of the Church of England and Rome compared. Partieylg 
Churches Power to reform themſelves in caſe of general ——_—_— proved 
The =_ from the Church of Judah vindicated. The Church of Rog 
paralleld with the ten Tribes, General Corruptions make Reformation tl, 

more neceſſary. Whether thoſe things we condemn as errours, were Cathy. 
lickTenets at the time of the Reformation. The contrary ſhewed, and tl, 
difference of the Church of Rome before and ſince the Reformation, hy 
things may be ſaid to be received as Catholick DoFrines, How far par. 
cular Churches Power to reform themſelves extends. His Lord(pips Jy. 
ſtances for the Power of Provincial Councils in matters of Reformatiqy 
vindicated, The particular caſe of the Church of England diſcuſſed, Th 
proceedings in our Reformation defended. The Church of England a tr 
Church, The National Synod. 1562, a lawful Synod. The Biſhops 
intruders in Queen Elizabeths time, The juſtice and moderation of tl 
Church of England in her Reformation, The Popes Power here, a fartibl 
fraudulent uſurpation. 


| Aving thus far examined your Doctrine, of keeping Faith with Here. 


ticks, we now return to the main buſineſs concerning $chifſye, And 


P.146.ſc8.22. his Lordſhip ſaying, That there is difference between departure ont of th 


P, 185.n.1, 


Church, and canſeleſs thruſting from you, and therefore denying that it # in 
your power to thruſt us out of the Ehurch; You anſwer by a Conceſſion, Thi 
we were thruſt out from the Church of Rome, but that it was not without canſ: 
Which, that you might not ſcem to lay gratis, you pretend to aflien the 
cauſes of our expulſion. So that by your own conteſfion the preleit di 
viſion or ſeparation lyes at the Chagch of Rome's door, if it be not made 
evident that there were moſt juſt and ſufficient reaſons for her caſtingthc 
Proteſtants out of her communion. It theretore the Church of Rome Gil 
thruſt the Proteſtants from her communion, tor doing nothing but whit 
became them as members of the Catholick Church, then that mult be the 
Schiſmatical party, and not the Proteſtants. For, ſuppoſing any Churd 
(though pretending to be never ſo Catholick) doth rettrain her comm 
nion within ſuch narrow and unjuſt bounds, that ſhe declares fuch excon- 
municate, who do not approve all ſuch errours in doctrine, and corrup- 
tions in practice, which the Communion of ſuch a C-urch may be liabl: 
to, the cauſe of that diviſion which follows, falls upon that Church which 
exacts thoſe conditions from the members. of her Communion : That t, 
when the errours and corruptiens are ſuch as arc dangerous to falyaticn. 
Forin this caſe, that CEurch hath firſt divided her ſelf from the Catholick 
Church; tor, the Communion of that lying open and freeto all, upon tlc 
neceliary conditions of Chriſtian Communion, whatever Church takes up 
on hcr to limit and incloſe the bounds of the Catholick,, becomes therch) 
divided from the Cemmunion of the Catholick Church : and all fuch who 
dilown ſuch an unjuſt zzclo{rre, donot fo much divide from the Commit 
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nion of that Church ſo inclofing, as return to the Communion of the Pri- 
witive and Univerſal Church, The Catholick Church therefore Ilyes open 
andfree, like a Common-Field to all Inhabitants ; now if any particular 
number of theſe Inhabitants ſhould agree together, to enclole part of it, 
without conſent of the reſt, and not to admit any others to their right of 
Common, without conſenting to it, which of thele two partics, thoſe who 
deny to yield their conſent 3 or ſuch who deny their rights if they will 
not, are guilty of the violation of the publick and common rights of the 
place? Now this is plainly the caſe between the Church of Rome, and Ours; 

the Communion of the Catholick Church lyes open to a] ſuch who own the 

Fundamentals of Chriſtian Faith, and are willing to joyn in the profeſſion 

ofthem: Now to theſe your Church adds many particular Doftrines, 

which have no foundation in Scripture, or the conſent of the Primitive 

Church; theſe, and many ſuperſtitious practiſes, are enjoyned by her, as 

conditions of her Communion, {ſo that all thoſe arc debarred any right of 
Communion with her, who will not approve of them; by which 1t ap- 

pears, your Charch is guilty of the firſt violation of the Union of the Ca- 

tholick; and whatever number of men are deprived of your Communion, 

for not conſenting to your uſurpations, do not divide themſclves from you, 

any further thanyou have firſt ſeparated your ſelves from the Catholick 
(rch, And when your Church by this act is already ſeparated from the 

Communion of the Catholick Church,the difowning of thoſe things where- 

nyour Church is become Schiſmatical, cannot certainly be any culpable 

kraration. For, whatever is ſo, muſt be from a Church fo far as it is 

Ctholick;, but in our caſe it is from a Chxrch lo far only as it is not Catho- 

ic&, 2. e. ſo far as it hath divided her ſelf from the Belief and Commu- 

nion of the Vriverſal Church, ? 

But herein a great miſtake is committed by you, when you meaſure 
the Communion of the Catholick Church, by the judgement of all, or moſt 
ofthe particular CExrches of ſuch an 4ge, which ſuppoſes that the Church 
of fome one particular Age, mult of neceflity be preſerved from all errours 
and corruptions, which there is no reaſon or neceflity at all to atlert ; and 
that is all the ground you have for ſaying, That the ſeparation of Prote- 
fants was not only from the Church of Rome, but (as Calvin confeſſeth) a toto 
mundo, ſfo-z the whole Chriſtian world, and ſuch a ſeparation neceſſarily 1s: 
wives ſeparation ſore the true Catholick Church, Now to this, we anlwer 
twothings. 1. That we have not ſeparated from the whole Chriſtzan 
World in any thing wherein the whole Chriſtian World is agreed; but to 
dfagree from the particular Churches of the Chriſtian #orld in fuch things 
wherein thoſe Churches differ among themlelves, is not to ſeparate from 
the Chriſt;an World, but to difagree in ſome things from ſich particular 
Curckes, As hope you will not ſay, That man is divided from all man- 
kind, who doth in ſome feature or other differ from any one particular 
man; but, although he doth ſo, he doth not dittcr from any in thoſe 
things, which are common to all ; for that were to dificr from all; but 
When he only differs from one in the colour cf his eyes, from ancther in 
his complexion, another in the air of his countenance, and fo in other 
things; this man, though he ſhould differ from every particular man in 
the world in ſomething or other, yet is a man (till as well as any, becauſe 
be agrecs with them in that in which they all agree, which is, Humane na- 
ture, and differs only in thoſe things whercin they differ from each; other, 
Andthercfore from the diſagreement of the Proteſt.ints trom any one = 
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ticular Church, it by no means follows,that they ſeparated from the whole 
Chriſtian World, and therefore from the true Catholick Church, 2, The 
Communion of the Catholick Church is not to be meaſured by the particy. 
Jar opinions and prattices of all, or any particular Churches, but by fc 
things which are the proper Foundations of the Catholick Church. Foe 
there can be no ſeparation from the true Catholick Church, but in fach 
things wherein it is Catholick; now it 1s not Catholick in any thing, but 
what properly relates to its Being and Conſtitution. For whatever «( 
there 1s, however univerſal it may be 1s extrinſeca] to the nature and no. 
tion of the Catholick Church, and therefore ſuppoſing a ſeparation fromthe 
Church, in what is ſo extrinſecal and accidental, it isno proper ſeparatign 
from the Catholick Church. As for Inſtance ; ſuppoſing all men were agreed, 
that ſome particular habit ſhould be worn all over the world, will you fay 
That any number of men who found this habitextremely inconvenient 
for them, and therefore ſhould diuſe it, did on that account ſeparate from 
humane nature, and ceaſed to be men by it 2 Such is the caſe of any pax. 
ticular Churches laying aſide ſome cuſtomes or ceremonies, which in [and 
one age of the Church, or more, the greateſt part of Chriſtian Churches were 
agreed inthe pradtice of; for, although this general practice ſhould make 
men morediligent in enquiry, and careful in what they did; yet if ſuch 2 
Church having power to govern it ſelf, ſee reaſon to alter it, it doth not 
ſeparate from the Communion of the Catholick Church therein, and there- 
fore doth not ceaſe to be a Church. For there is no culpable ſeparation 
from the Church Catholick, but what relates to it properly as Catholicks 
now that doth not relate toit as Catholick, which it may be Catholick with- 
Out , now certainly you cannot have fo little reaſon as to aflert, that the 
Church cannot b& Catholick without tuch extrinſecal and accidental agree- 
ments. And from hence it follows, That no Church can be charged with 
a ſeparation from the true Catholick Church, but what may be proved to 
ſeparate it ſelf in ſome thing necellary to the Beirg of the Catholick Church; 
and ſo long as it doth not ſeparate as to theſe c{lentials,it cannot ceaſe tobe 
a true member of the Catholick, Church. If you would therefore prove, 
that the Chnrch of England, upon the Reformation, is ſeparatcd from the 
true Catholick Church; you mult not think it enough to ſay, (which 3s 
weakly as commonly is ſaid) That zo one particular Church can be nant, 
which in all things agreed withit ;, for that only proves, that ſhe differed 
from particular Charches in ſuch things wherein they differed from each 
other, but that ſhe is divided from all Chriſtian Churches in ſuch thing 
wherein they are all agreed,and which areellential to the Being of the Ci: 
tholick Church; when you have proved this, you may expect a further 
Anſwer. 

This thencan be no caule why your Church ſhould ex pel the Proteſtani 
out of her Communion, but it ſhews us ſufficient cauſe to believe that 
vour Church had ſeparated her ſelf from the Communion of the Catholick 
For which we nut turther conſider, that although nothing ſeparates a 
Church properly from the Catholick, but what is contrary to the Bring 0: 
itz yet a Church may ſeparate her {elf trom the Communion of the Caths- 
lick,, by taking upon her to make ſuch things the neceſlary conditions6: 
her Communion, which never were the conditions of Communion witli 
the Catholick Church, As for Inſtance, Though we ſhould grant, Adoration 
of the Euchariſt, Invocation of Saints, and Veneration of Images to bc = 
ſuperſtitious practices taken up without ſufficient grounds in the Churd, 
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« ſince it appears, that the Communion of the Cath olick Church was free 
tor many hundred years, without approving or uſing theſe things; thar 
church which ſhall not only publickly ſe, but ejozz ſuch things upon pain 
ofexcommunication from the Chrrch, doth, as much as in her lyes, draw 
he bounds of Cattolick Communion within her {cl1f, and fo divides her ſelf 
Fomthe true Catholick Church, For, whatever confines, muſt likewiſe di- 
wide the Church 3, for by that confinement a ſeparation is made between 
the part contined, and the other , which ſeparation muſt be made by the 
party ſo limiting Chriſtian Communion. As it was in the caſe of the Do- 
mtiſts, who were theretore juſtly charged with Schiſzr, becauſe they con- 
fned the Catholick Church within their own bounds : And if any other 
church doth the ſame which they did, it muſt be liable to the ſame charge 
which they were. The ſumm then of this diſcourſe is, That the Being of 

| the Catholick, Church lyes in Eſſentials, that for a particular Church to dil- 

zgree from all other particular Churches in ſome extrinſecal and acciden- 

al things, is not to ſeparate from the Catholick Church, fo as to ceaſe to 
tea Church; but ſtill, whatever Church makes ſuch cxtrinſecal things the 
receſlary conditions of Communion, ſo as to caſt men out of the Church, 
who yield not to them, is $ch;/maticalin fo doing ; for it thereby divides 
telf from the Catholick Church : and the ſeparation from it, isſo far from 
ting Sch3/z2, that being caſt out of that Church on thoſe terms only, re- 


tuns them to the Communion of the Catho/ick Church, On which grounds 
twill appear, that yours is the Schiſmatical Church, and not ours. For, 


| 4hough betore this impoſing humour came into particular Churches, 
, (1m was defined by the Fathers, and others, to be a voluntary departure 
at of the Church, yet that cannot in reaſon be underſtood of any particu- 
kr, but the #rze Catholick Church; tor not only perſons, but Churches may 
epart from the Catholick Church ;, and infuch cafcs, not thoſe who depart 
fom the Communion of ſuch Churches, but thole Churches, which de- 
parted from the C atholick, are guilty of the Schiſnr. 

Thele things I thought necetlary to be further explained, not only to 
hew, how falſe that 1mputation is, of our Chxrches departing from the 
rue Catholick Church, but with what great rcalon we charge your Church 
mth departing from the Communion of it ; and thereftore not thoſe whom 
jou thruſt out of Communion, but your Church fo thruſting them out, is 
pparently guilty of the preſent Schiſmr, 

But (till you ſay, Your Chnrch had ſufficient cauſe for the expulſion of Pro- p 1,2 , x. 
ants out of her Commmion z and tor this you barcly repeat your for- 
mer aſſertions, and oficr not at the proof of one of thcm z as though you 
tended to carry your cauſe, by the frequent repeating your Declaration. 
but, Sir, it is the proof of what you ſay, that we expect from you, and 
vii Wt the bare telling us, That Proteſtants are Schiſmaticks, becaule they are 
it WM iracicks, When you will be at leiſure to prove that the Proteſtants 
TH Ki guilty of Heretical Do@rine, or Schiſmatical proceedings ;, that they 
«1 Ml led a ew, ſeparate, and mutinous faftion of pretended Chriſtians diſtin(f 
; of Pom the one Catholick, body of the Church ;, Ly chuſmng new Paſtors, inſtituting 
thee WP rites and ceremonies not in their power to do, by Schiſmatical convening 
x I "ſeveral Synods, and there broaching new heretical Confeſſions of Faith; 
rich ©} Vben Lay, You ſhall think good to prove all, or any one of theſe, you 
t100 all receive/lo full an Anſwer as will make it evident, that the Proteſtants 
mr Uid not depart from the Catholick Churches Doctrins and Communion ; but 
= tat the Curb of Rome is departed thence, firlt, by impoting erronzous 
ye Doctr ines, 
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Dodtrines, and ſuperſtitious practices, as conditions of Communion, and 
then by thruſting out all ſuch as would nor conlent to them. | 
S. 4. His Lordſhip diſputing the terms on which a Separatior in the Chyr,} 
P. 146. 8.22, may be lawful, ſaith, That corruption 11 manners only, is no ſufficient ca 
to rake a ſeparation in the Church, And, faith he, This 3s as ingenuouſly coy. 
feſſed for you, ar by me. For if corruption 1m manners were a juſt cane oj 
aFual ſeparation of one Church ſrom another, in that Catrolick body of Chrif 
the Church of Rome hath given as great canſe as any , ſimee (as Staplergr, 
grants) there is ſcarce any fin that can be thought on by man (Hereſee on) 
excepted) with which that Sea hath not been fouly ſtained, eſpecially ſry 
eight hundred years after Chriſt. And he need not except Hereſte, into which 
Biel grants it poſſible, the Biſhops of the Sea may fall, And Stella and 4). 
main grant it ſreely, that ſome of them did fall, and ſo ceaſed tobe Head; q 
the Church, and left Chriſt (God be thanked) at that time of his Vitars gz 
fedion, to lookto his Cure himſelf. But you tell us, The diſcovery of jou; 
P. x59 few motes, darkens not the'brightneſs of the Sunſhine ; I wonder what yo, 
account Bears, if the Sins of your Popes and others be but motes with you; 
We grant, that the S#z himſelf hath his Macnle, but they are ſuch as & | 
not Eclipſe his Light ; we find the Xfacule inyour Church, but we arety 
ſeek for the bright Sunſhine: Or, Doth itlye 72 the ſervice of your Religi 
ous Votaries? For that is the great part of the conſpicuous Piety of you: 
Church, which you inſtance in. Burt, Is this indeed the bright S1mſbine 5 
your Church, that there are ſo many thouſand of both Sexes (you do wel 
to joyn them together) who tye themſelves by perpetual vows, never to le 
Liſpleed by their own ſeeking (and therefore doubtleſs pleaſing to God, 
whether they are able to keep them or no) azd theſe pray (it they un- 
derſtand what they ſay) and ſing Divine Hymns day and night (which 
makes the Sunſhine the brighter) nwich you ſay is a ſtrange and unhcardif 
thing among Proteſtants, What, that men and women (though not in 
Cloylters) pray and ſing Hymns to God © no ſurely. For as theDewe- 
tion of our Churches is more grave and ſolemn, fo it is likewiſe morep: 
ous and intelligible. Tow pray and ſing, but how ? Let Eraſmus ipeat, 
. Who underſtood your praying and linging well. Cartinncularum, clam 
Eraſm, in Ls * gy ns 0 
Mat, 6.7, Tum, murmurum ac bomborum abig, plus ſatis eſt, ſt quid iſta delecGant St 
peros, Do you think thoſe Prayers and Hymns are pleafing to God, which 
lye more in the throat than the heart > And ſuch who have been wil 
and devout men among your ſelves have been theleaſt admirers of your 
mimica], uncouth, and ſuperſtitious devotions ; but have rather cot- 
demned them as vain, ludicrous things;and wonder 
Hodie videmus Saterdotes, wibil dicam quali= ed (as Eraſmns ſaid) what they thought of Chril 
br ſlots pm pic pre /T: who imagined he could be pleated with chem. ($ 
dicam impizs, oxerates, Eraſm, in Mar. 6. 79. ſertinnt obſecrs de Chriſto qui putant eu ejuſmodi cat 
Ad bee qui modeſte pii ſunt taciti ſccum ui» tiunculis deletari 2) Are theſe then rhe glorious 
gemſcunt 2 qua pepult malis aluntur,& quo- f ; 
rum intereſt Chiiſti gregems quem ille ſuo parts of y Our Devotions, your Pr ayers and Hymns 
ſung u4e liberim redaidut quam maxime ſer- But they pray and ſing Divine Hymns day and might: 
wm Cie © £93010, aded 0 (lamant 1 tj. be the only excellency of your Devotion: 
raodis emn'v4s exaggerent . Accedunt iis qiti y EX Y ) , 
vel ambit vr emium aliqued obſequii vel tis How much are you out-done by the ancient Tſai 


re 10t4 nd, 5g ay « 2apf | pe" , 
—— bertatis. Ita dur xems /uUCCKr. liani and Euchite. that ſpent all their time 1n prayer, 
jt, yes pislattn to rolabitur ut pene nibil : 
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{am pdeat, 1d, in Mar. 31. 30. and yet were accounted Hereticks for their palls 


Still zoupray and ſing, but to whom ? to Saints and 
Angels often, to the Virgin Mary with great devotion, and moſt folemi 


vocations; but ro God himſelf, very ſparingly in compariſon. It w 
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then bethe ; warm Sunſhine of your Devotions, we had rather ule fuch, 
wherein we may be ſure of Gods bleſſing; which we cannot be in ſuch 
Prayers and Hymns which attribute thoſe honours.to his creatures, which 
belong wholly to himſelf, But you zot ozly ſing and pray, but can beve- 
idle too3 and the number of thole men muſt be called Religzous Or- 
; and the Garment of the Church is ſaid by you to be imbroidered Ly the 
variety of therz 5 and for this, Pſalm 44. 10.1s very luckily quoted. And 
are thoſe indeed the ornaments of your Church, which were become ſuch 
inks of wickedneſs, that thoſe of your Church, who had any modeſty left 
were aſhamed of them, and call'd loud for a Reformation. Thofe were 
indeed ſuch Gardens wherein it were more worth looking for uſeful or odo- 
riferows flowers (as you expreſs it ) than for Diogezes to find out an honeſt 
man in his croud of Citizens. Therefore not to diſpute with you the firſt 
Inſtitutions of 4c0naſtick life, nor how commendable the nature of it is, 
northe conveniencies of it, where there are no indiſpenſable vows; the 
main things we blame in them, are, the reſtraints of mens liberties, what- 
ever circumſtances they are in, the great degeneracy of them in all re- 
© _=_ from their Primitive I-ſtitutions, the great ſnares which the con- 
ences of fuch as are engaged in them, are almoſt continually expoſed 
to, the unuſefulneſs of them in their multitudes to the Chriſtian world,the 
ce unſerviceableneſs of the perſons who live in them, the great de- 
ucheries which they are ſubject to,and often over-run with; and ifthele 
then be the greateſt Ornaments of your Churches Garments, it 15 an caſic 
matter to 4 the ſpots which ſhe hath upon her. What you add cor- 
ming the good lives of Papiſts, and bad of Proteſtants, if taken univerſally, 
vas unjuſt as uncharitable; if indefinitely, it ſhews only that not the par- 
tcular lives of men on either ſide, but the tendency of the DoFrine, to 
promote or hinder the ſanctity of them, 1s here to be regarded. And to 
that you ſpeak afterwards, hut in a moſt falſe and virulent manner,when 
joulay, That though ſins be committed among you, they are wot defended or 
juſtified as good works; whereas, among Proteſtants, Darkneſs it ſelf is called P. 50. 
Lyght, and the greateh of all ſins, viz. Heres, Schiſm, Sacriledge, Rebellion, 
ke, together with all the bad ſpawn they leave behind them, are cryed up for 
jafe Virtue, Zeal, good Reformation, and what not 2 1 doubt not but you 
yould be ready to defend and juſtihe this open Razlery of yours, and call 
ta good work, notwithſtanding what you ſaid before. If we had a mind 
wfollow you in ſuch things, How calc a matter were it to ripupall the 
fads, impoſtures, villanies of all ſorts and kinds which have been commit- 
ted by thoſe who have ſate in your Irfal/ible Chair, and _ them all 
0 your. Chxrch, with much more juſtice than you do the milcarriages of 
ay under the name of Proteſtants. For the Proteſtant Churches diſown 
lichperſons, and condemn thoſe praftices with the greateſt indignation ; 
Whereas you excule, palliate, and plead for the lives of the Popes, asmuch 
gov dare, and not out-face the Sz at Noor, which hath laid open their 
Vilanies, Where do the Principles of Proteſtants incourage or plead for, 
tlereſte, Schiſnr, Sacriledge, Rebellion, &c. much leſs cry themup as Heroz- 
all aFjons £ Doth not the Church of England diſown and ditclaim ſuch 
things to the uttermoſt 2 Have not her ſ#fferings made it appear, how 
great a hater the is of Hereſes, Schiſmes,Sacriledge, and Rebellion Did (he 
er cry up thoſe for Martyrs, who died in Gun-powder treaſons ? Did ſhe 
ter teach it lawful to diſobey Heretical Prizces, and to take away their 
ves? Yet theſe things have been done by you, and the doers of them 
Aaa not 
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not condemned, but rather fomented and incouraged, as zealous promo- 
ters of the Holy See, and moſt devout Sons of the CEurch of Rome, Ceaſe 
therefore to charge the guilt of perſons difowned by the Church of ys. 
lind upon her 3 when you are unwilling to hear of the faults of thoſe per- 
ſons-among your ſelves, whom you dare not diſown, | mean your Popes and 
ſuits. 
peel therefore theſe unbecoming RaiHeries of yours.and that whit), 
occalioneth them, viz. corruption of manners: We come to conſider that, 
which is more pertinent to our purpole,viz. errours 7 Dodrine ; which hi 
Lordſhip truly affigned as the ground of the Reformation, and not on 
that there were doctrinal errours in your Church, but that ſome of the errqy, 
of the Roman Church were dangerows toſalvation. For it is not every ligt 
errour in diſputable Doctrine and points of curious ſpeculation, that can ly, 


Juſt canſe of ſeparation, in that admirable body of Chriſt, which is his Church 


or of one member of it from another. But , that there are erronrs in Dye. 
trine, and ſome of them ſuch as moit manifeſtly endanger ſalvation in th 
Church of Rome, is evident to them that will not ſhut theireges. The pri 
(his Lordſhip faith) rams through the particular points, and ſo is too longfy 
this diſcourſe. Now to this you manfully anſwer, That in vain do they 14. 
tempt ts reform the Church of what ſhe can never be guilty. Which, if it de- 
pends on your Chxrches Infallibility (whichis largely diſproved already) 
muſt needs fall to the ground with it. And it is an excellent Anſwer when 
a Church is charged aCtually with erring, to ſay, She doth not erre, becauſe 


ſhe cannot : Which is all that you give us here. But if you _ It no 


better than you have done, the Heretical and Schiſmatical obſtinacy islike 
to befound in that Church which in her errours challenges T»fablibilty, 
The Queſtion now comes to this, Whether, errours being ſuppoſed in tle 
Doctrine, and corruptions in the Communion of a Church, when the Gen 
Church would not reform, it was not lawful for particular Churches to reforn 
themſelves * To this his Lordſhip anſwers affirmatively, in theſe word 
Is it then ſuch aſtrange thing, that a particular Church may reform it ſelf, f 
the general will not 2 Thad thonght,and doſo ſtill,that in point of Reformation 
of either Manners or Doftrine, it is lawful for the Church, fince Chriſt, to a 
as the Church before Chriſt did, and might do. The Church before Chriſt car- 


ſiſted of Fews and Proſelytes : This Church came to have a ſeparation, upon 


moſt nznegodly Policy of Jeroboams, ſo that it never pieced together again, 16 
a Common Conncil to reform all, they would not come. Was it not lawful fo 
Judah to reform her ſelf, when Iſrael would not joyn © Sure it was, or e|: 
the Prophet deceives me, that ſayes expreſly, Though Iſrael tranſereſs, yet let mi 
Judah ſin. And $, Hierom expounds it of this very particular fx of _w_ 
and Erronr in Religion. After which he proves, That Iſrae), drring thi 
Separation, was a true Church, which we ſhall infiſt on, when we have cor- 
{i1dered what Anſwer you return to his Lordſhips Argument ; which Js 
intheſe two things s Firſt, That Judah did not reform her ſelf. a 
That Judah zs not the Proteſtant party, as his Lordſhip ſuppoſeth it to be. Firlt, 
You ſay, Judah did not reform her ſelf. For Juda being the orthodox Churd, 
anited with her Head the High Prieſt, and not tainted with any DoGrinal er 
rours, What need was there of her Reformation £ And ſo the meaning of thi 
place, Though Iſrael tranſgrefs, yet let not Juda ſir, is rather againſt, than. fo 
im, becauſe the ſenſe is rather, Let not Juda fall into Schiſmr, though Iirat| 
does, than, let Judah reform ber ſelf. But it it appears that Judah had cor 


ruptions crept into her, as well as J#ael had, though not 1o great, and 
| univerlal, 
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univerſal, then it follows, that by theſe words Judah had power to reform 
her ſelf, And the antecedent is clear to any one who takes the pains to 
read the Scripture, and compare the places in it, more than it ſeems you 
do, For, Doth not this very Prophet check Judah as well as 7/rae! for Hol. 6.4.7. 
tranſereſſing Gods Covenant £ Doth he not lay, That God had a Controver- Hol. 13. 3. 
fe with Judah, and would puxiſh Jacob according to his waies £ And for all 

this, Was there noneed of Reformation in the Church of Judah 2 Indeed 

inone place it is faid, That Judah ruleth with God, and is faithful with hjs Hol. 11, 12. 
Saints; but then that is to be underſtood of Judah,when ſhe had reform- 
& her ſelf in the daies of Hezekzab : for ſurely you will not ſay, That J«- 
dab did not ſtand in need of Reformation, when Hezekzah began his 
Reign 3 for it is faid of him, That he removed the high places, and brake the 
Images, and cut down thegroves, And were not theſe, things which want- 
ed Reformation, think you 2 It we conſider the times of thoſe three 
Kings before Hezekzab, in which Hoſea propheſied; we ſhall ſee, what need 9+ r: 
there was of Reformation among them, and thoſe were Vzziah, Jotham, 

and Ahaz ;, of the time of VUzzi4h called Azariah, in the Book of Kings it 

vlaid, That the high places were not removed, but the people ſacrificed and ring. x5. 4, 
lrnt Incenſe ſtill on the high places; the ſame is affirmed of the time of Jo- v.35. 
ther in the ſame Chapter ; {o that though theſe Princes were good them- 
klves,yet there were many corruptions {till among the people. But of Ahaz 
tis ſaid exprelly, That he walked in the way of the Kings of [{racl; 4nd he 
lurificed and burnt Incenſe in the highplaces, and on the hills, and under eve- » King.16.3,4 
mgreen tree, Chuſe now which of theſe three you pleaſe (for it is moft 
mprobable thoſe words, conſidering the long time of Heſea's Prophecy, 

hould be ſpoken in the time of Hezekzah the laſt of the four Kings he pro- 
phelied under) And will you tcll us again, That the Church of Judah weeded 

w Reformation £ But you offer at a reaſon for it, Becauſe ſhe was united with © 
ter Head the High-Prieſt at Hicruſalem, So then, belike as long as Judah 
adthe High-Prieſt were unitcd, ſhe could be guilty of no DoCctrinal Er- 

rours : No, not although the ſhould pronounce Chriſt a blaſphemer, and 
condemn him to be crucified as a malefaCtor ; for then certainly rr 
and the High-Prieſt were united. But, I know you will ſay, You ſou 2 this 

ofthe time before the Meſſias was come. And was it then true, that .s long 2 King. 16. * 
# Judah was united with ber Head, the High-Prieſt, there was no need of Re- i030, 
formation £ What think you then of the time of Abaz, when Uzz7ah the 

Prieft built an Altar at the command of Ahaz, according to the pattern of the 

Altar of Damaſcus, contrary to Gods expreſs Law : yet, according to you, 

« long as Judah was wnited with her Head, the High-Prieſt, there was nothing 

which needed Reformation. And, although it be plainly aftirmed, that 

Judah kept not the commands of the Lord their God, but walked in the ſtatutes , King.1g.19. 
f {rael which they had made ; yet you, who, it ſeems, knew Judahb's Tnno- 

cency better than God, or the Prophets did, ſay very magiſterially, That as 

long as ſhe was united with her Head the High-Prieft, What need, I pray, 

Fas there of her Reformation ? And this being the caſe of Judah, I may 

alily grant you , That Judah is not the Proteſtant party, but that of the 

Roman Church, 1. e. while Judah was under her corruptions; and yet, you 

ly, She needed no Reformation, ſhe is the fitteſt parallel you could think 

d for your Church; but we pretend to no paralle] between Judah and 

the Proteſtant party. in not needing a Reformation, but in her power to re- 

form herſelf, Which we lay (till, that ſhe had, thowgh Iſrael would not 

Jynwith ber, by virtue of theſe words of the Prophet, Thongh Iſrael tranſ- 
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refs, yet let not Judahſ#:: thereby manifeſting, that though the gre... 
ge La was degenerated in the ter Tribes, yet Judah might _revens of. 
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ſame in her ſelt, by reforming thoſe abuſes which were crept a 
them; And therefore the ſen of thoſe words, Let not Judah ſin, muſ; in 
this caſe imply a power to reform her ſelf. If therefore we ſpeak of Jud 
degenerated, we grant the parallel lyes wholly between Judah and the 
Church of Rome ; tor, although there were great corruptions in Judah, ang 
as great in your Chyrch, yet with the ſame reaſon you lay, That neither 
needed Reformation : But if we ſpeak of Judah reforming her ſelf yy. 
der Hezekiah, then we ſay, The parallel lyes between Jud 
and the Proteſtant party ; whatever you by to the contrary. But you 
ſhrewdly ask, 1f you be Judah, Who,T pray,are the revolted ten Tribes e jyh, 
are of Jeroboams Cabal £ Even they who et up the Calves at Dax and ze. 
thel: Such who worſhip 7zages inſtead of the true God ; though they in- 
tend them only as Symbols of the Divine Preſence 3, tor no more did Jerg. 
boam and the Ifraelites intend by their Calves, and there is no pretence 
which you ule to juſtifie your ſelves from 7dolatry, but will excuſe Jer. 
boam, and the tex Tribes from it. It the Proteſtant party then be Jud: 
it is eaſe finding out the revolted tex Tribes, and Jeroboars Cabal, the 
Court of Kome an{wering to this, as the Church of Rome doth to the 
other. But we caxnot be Judah, becauſe we left the Catholick Jeruſalem the 
# Rome #he City of Peace + By whom, I pray, was Rome chriſtened, The 
Catholick Jeruſalem 2 For if we conſider the worſhip there ulcd, and the 
politick ends of it, it much more looks like Samaria, or Dar, and Bethel, 
If Rome be our Catholick, Jeruſalem, ſhew us, When God made choice of 
that, for the peculiar place of his Worſhip £ Where we are commanded to 
reſort thither for Divine Worſhip 2? When God placed his Name there, as 
he did of old in Jeryſalemw * When you have ſhewed us thele things, we 
may think the worſe of our ſelves for leaving Rome, but not before. And, 
let the world judge, Whether it be more likely one ſhould meet with the 
worſhip of Golden Calves at Rome, or among the Proteſtants ? [t isyou 
who have found out rew Sacrifices, new Objes of Worſhip, new Rites ani 
Ceremonies init, new Altars, and conſequently zew Prieſts too; and yet 
for all this, you muſt be orthodox Judah, which needed no Reformation? 
And who, I pray, doin point of obedience moſt reſemble the tex Tribe? 
Have not you ſet up a ſprritual Jeroboam, as a new Head of the Church, i 
oppoſition to the Sox of David? And that you may advance the Intereli 
of this ſþzritual Head, you raile his authority far above that of Kings, and 
Temporal Princes, whom you ought tobe ſubject to; declaring it in hi 
wer to excommunicate, depoſe, and abſolve ſubjects from obedienc: 
tothem. And therefore is not the parallel between the tc Tribes, and 
the Church of Rome, very pat, and much to the purpoſe > But when you 
would ſeem to return this upon us by a falſe and ſcurrilous parallel be 
tween Jeroboarr, and that excel/ent Princeſs Queen Elizabeth in the Refor- 
mation of the Church of England, you only betray the badneſs of yout 
cauſe, which makes detraCtions ſo neceſſary to maintain it : For as It 
title tothe Crown was undoubted, ſo her proceedings in the Reformation 
were ſuch asare warranted by the Law of God, and the Nation; and he 
carriage in her reign towards Jeſuits and Prieſts, no other than whattie 
apparent neccflity of her own.and her Kingdoms preſervation put her up: 
on. But ifſhe muſt be accounted like Jersboamr, for baniſbing Prieſts and 
Feſnits often convitted of treafonable practices, upon pain of death if thej 
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were found in England; What muſt we think of the Catholick Jeruſalem 
the City of Peace, that ſweet and gentle Mother the Church of Rome, that 
hath carried her ſclt ſo peaceably towards thoſe who have diſſented from 
her ? Witneſs the blood of ſo many hundred thouſands which ſhe hath 
imbrued her hands in, meerly for oppoſing het doctrines and ſuperſtitions; 
witneſs that excellent School of Humanity the Inquiſition , and the eafie 
Leſons ſhe teaches thoſe who come under her diſcipline there; witneſs the 
proceedings in England in the daies of Queen Mary ; and then let any judge 
ifthe parallel muſt be carried by cruelty towards dillenters, which of 
their two Rezgas came the neareſt that of JFeroboam, The only true words 
then that you ſay, are , but enough of this parabel ;, and more than enough 
too of ſuch impudent {Janders againſt the memory of that famous Qucen : 
But your Church would have been more unlike the tex Tribes, if there had 
not been a lying Prophet there. 

You diſpute very manfully againſt his Lordſhip, for aſſerting, That If- 

nel remained a Church after the ſeparation between Fadah and the ten Tribes; 
and yet, after you have ſpent many words about it, you yield all that he | 
alerts; when you ſay, That in a general ſenſe they were calied the people of P63, 
God, as they were Abrahams ſeed, according to the fleſh, by reaſon of the pro- 
miſe made to Abraham, Twill be a God to thee, and to thy ſeed after thee. 
And what is there more than this, that his Lordſhip contends for ? for he 
xver dreamt that the ter Tribes were Abraham's ſeed according to the $pi- 
a; but only ſayes, That there was ſalvation for thoſe thouſands that had 
wt bowed their knees to Baal, which cannot be in the ordinary way where 
there is 10 Church, And if, as you ſay, Abrahams ſeed only according to 
the Spirit, 1. e. the faithful make the true Church; then it follows, Where 
there were ſo many faithful, there maſt needs be a #rxe Church, And thus 
for any thing you have ſaid tothe contrary, his Lordſhips argument from 
the calc of Judah holds for every particular Churches power to reform it 
klIf, when the General will not retorm. 

His Lordſhip further argues, That to reform what is amiſs in Dorine g,_ 6, 
a Manners, is as lawful for a particular Church, as it is to publiſh and pro- V.1go.n; z; 
mulgate any thing that is Catholick in either. And your Queſtion, Quo ju- 
dice? lies alike againſt both, And yet, Tthink,, ſaith he, It may be proved, 
that the Church of Rome, and that as a particular Church, did promulgate an 
mthodox truth, which was not then Catholickly admitted in the Church ;, 
namely, the proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son. If ſhe erred in this fat, 
confeſs ber errour 5, if ſhe erred not, Why may not another particular Church do 
&/be did £ From whence he inferrs, That if a particular Church may publiſh 
my thing that is Catholick, where the whole Church zs ſulent it may reform any 
thing that is not Catholick,, where the whole Church is negligent, or will not, ©-*6%.". 3+ 
Now to this you anſwer, 1. That this proceſſion from the Son, was a truth y, ,.. 
dwajes acknowledged in the Church; but what concerns that, and the time 
of this Article being inſerted into the Creed, have been ſo amply diſcufled 
aready, that I ſhall not cloy the reader with any repetition, having full 
conſidered whatever you here ſay concerning the Article it ſelf or its ad- Þ- 163: 
Gition to the Creed. 2. You anlwer , That the conſequence will not hold, 
that if a particular Church may in ſpan caſe promulgate an orthodox truth, 
wt as get Catholickly received by the Church, then a particular Church may 
repeal, or reverſe any thing that the whole Church hath already Catholickly and 

tively received £ Surely no. Tet this (ſay you) is his Lordſhips,and the 


Proteſtants caſe, You do well to mention an egregiows fallacy preſently af- 
ter 
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ter theſe words 3 for ſurely this is fo. For doth his Lordſhip paralle1the 
promnulgating ſomething Catholick, and repealing ſomething Catholick « by 
ther ? Surely no. But the promulgating ſomething true, but not es 
lickly received with the reforming ſomething not Catholick, Either there. 
fore you had a mind to abuſe his Lordſhips words,or to deceive thereader 
by beging the thing inQueſtion,viz.that al/thoſe which we call for aReforny. 
tion of. were things Catholickly and definitively received by the whole Chuck l 
which you know we utterly deny. But you go on, and ſay, That they,, 
it follows not, that a particular Church may reform any thing that js not c. 
tholick,, where the whole Church is negligent, or will not, becanſe this way} 
ſuppoſe errour, or ſomething uncatholick, to be taught or adzcitted by the why}; 
Church, To put this caſe a little more plainly T the former Inſtance; 
Suppoſe then that the Worſhip of God under the ſymbols of the Calzes 1; 
Dan and Bethel, had been received generally as the viltble worſhip of the 
Tribes of Judah, and Benjamin, as well as the reſt; Doth not this Anſye 
of yours make it impoſhble that ever they ſhould return to the true Wox. 
ſhip of God £ For this were to call in queſtion the truth of Gods Promi 
to his Church; and to ſuppoſe ſomething not Catholick to be received by th 
whole Church. And lo the greater the corr#ptions are, the more 1impoſhhbleir 
is tocure them ; and in caſe they ſpread generally, no attempts of Refor. 
mation can be lawful : which is a more falle and paradoxical Doctrine than 
either of thoſe which you call ſo. And the truth is,ſuch pretcnces astheks 
are, are fit only for a Chxrch that hateth to be retormed ; for it ſomerhing 
not good in it ſelf, ſhould happen in any one age to overſpread the viſible 
Communion of all particular Churches, this only makes a Reformationthe 
more neceſlary ; fo far is it from making it the more diſputable. For 
thereby thoſe corruptions grow more dangerous, and every particular 
Church is bound the more to regard its own ſecurity in a time of general 
Infetion. And if any other Churches neglett themſelves, What reafon i 
it thatthe reſt ſhould 2 For, any or all other particular Churches neglett 
ing their duty, is no more an argument, that no particular Chxrch (houll 
reform it ſelf, than that it all other men in a Tow# neglect preſerving 
themſelves from the Plague, then I am bound to neglet it too, 
But you anſwer, 3. That all this doth not juſtifie the Proteſtants proceeding, 
becauſe they promulged only new and unheard of Docirines, dire@ly contra 
to what the Catholick Church univerſally held and taught before them for C 
tholick Truths, This is the great thing in Queſtion ; but I ſee, you lore 
beſt the lazy trade of begging things, which are impoſſible to be rational- 
ly proved. 
But yet you would ſeem hereto do ſomething towards it in the fuble- 
quent words; For about the year of our Lord 1517. when their pretended 
Reformations began, was not the real preſence of our Saviours body and blood 
in the Euchariſt, by a true ſubſtantial change of Bread and IVine, generally bil 
by the whole Church £ Was not the real Sacrifice of the Maſsthen generally be 
lieved ? Was not Veneration of Holy Images, Invocation of Saints, Purgatory, 
Praying f$ the dead, that they might be eaſed of their pains, and receive the 
full remijſuon of their ſuns generally uſed and prattiſed by all Chriſtians ? Wi 
not Free will , Merit of good works, and Juſtification by Charity, or inherent 
Grace, and not by Faith only, univerſally taught and believed in all Churches 
Chriſtendom ? Tea even among thoſe who in ſome few other points diſſented 
from the Pope, and the Latin Church £ To what purpoſe then doth the Biſho 
arge, that a particular Church may publiſh any thing that is Catholick # ny" 
ot 
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doth not juſtifie at all his Reformation ;, he ſhould prove that it may not only 
add,but take away ſomething that is Catholick from the Dofrine of the Church; 
for this the pretended Reformers did, as well in England as elſewhere, His 
Lordſhip never pretends, much leſs diſputes, that any particular Church 
hath a power to take away any thing that is truly Catholick; but the 
ground why he ſuppoſeth,ſuch things as thoſe mentioned by you, might be 
taken away, is, becauſe they are not Catholick; the Queſtion then is be- 
tween us, Whether they were Catholick DoFrines or not : this you at- 
tempt to prove by this medinmr, Becauſe they were generally held by the whole 
Church at the time of the Reformation, To which I anſwer, 1. If this be a 
certain meaſure to judge by, what was Catholickand whatnot z then what 
doth not appear to have been Catholickin this ſenſe. it was in our Churches 
power to reject, and fo it was lawful to reform our ſelves as to all ſuch 
things which were not at the time of the Reformation received by the 
whole Church. And what think you now of the Popes Supremacy, your 
Churches Infallibility,the weceſſity of Celibate in the Clergy, Communion in one 
lind, Prayer in an unknown tongue, Indulgences, &c, Will you fay, That 
thoſe were generally received by the Chyrch at the time of theReforma- 
ton? If you could have faid fo, no doubt you would not have omitted 
hich necellary points, and ſome of which gave the firſt occaſion to the Ke- 
famation. If then theſe were not Catholickly received, a particular 
erch might without $chiſ9# reje&t them, and fo the Church of England is 
lficiently vindicated from Schiſzz by your ſelf, as to theſe points here 
mentioned 3 which you willingly omitted, becauſe you could not but 
low how far they were from being univerſally received in all Churches 
Chriſtendom 2 
2. Astothoſe things which youinfiſt on, you give no ſufficient evidence 
all, that they were received by the whole Church as Catholick Dodrines, 
For, ſo far it 1s from appearing, that theſe were held as Catholick Do- 
drines by all Churches in the Chriſtian world (for then you do moſt unrea- 
lnably condemn the Greek, and Abyſſme Churches, Ec, for Hereſte or 
Schiſ, if they owned all Catholick DeFrines; and they muſt do fo, if they 
zreed with your Church in all theſe things which are the only DoCctrines 
you mention as Catholick, in oppoſition to ſuch whom you condemn for 
Herefie or Schiſnz ;, and if the agreement of all Chrrches be the mcaſure of 
what is Catholick, then thoſe DoCtrines cannot be ſo, which thoſe great 
Churches differ from you in, by your own argumenc) but, fo far is it, 1 
lay, from appearing, that theſs were held fo by all Churches in Chriſten- 
, that you cannot prove they were ſo held in the Church of Roxre her 
kf, before the Reformation. The Church of Rome take here in the largeſt 
nſe, as it takes in all ſuch who were the viſible members of her Commu- 
tion, Now, I hope you will not ſay, that ſuch Doctrines are received as 
Cutbolick Doctrincs, which are imbraced only by a party in your Church , 
avther party oppoſing it, both which ſtill remain members of your 
munion; for whatever is received as a Catholick Doctrine (according 
toyou) is ſo received, that thoſe who deny or doubt of it, do thereby be- 
me no members of the viſible Communion of that Church 5 which 1s by 
tae Churches ſo declaring her (elf in thoſe points, that ſhe admits none to 
ter Communion, but upon «the acknowledgement of them. Now, Will 
you lay, This was the caſe of your Church, as to thele Doctrines at the be- 
ginning of the Reformation £ Were Tranſubſtantiation, real Sacrifice of the 
Maſi, Veneration of Images, Invocation of Saints, Purgatory, ©. 0 —_— 
ther! 
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then by your Churchto be Articles of Faith, that whoever did not aflent tg 
them, was declared excommunicate, and caſt out of your Church? If not. 
it is impoſſible, upon your own grounds, to prove, that theſe were univez. 
fally held and believed as Catholick Dofrines ot your Church, I do not lay, 
As truly Catholick DoFrines in themſelves ; tor, whatever your Church de. 
fines concerning them, they are not more or leſs ſo in themſelves for your 
Churches definition; but, I ſay, you cannot aflert that theſe were held by 
your Church to be Catholick Doctrines, till they were defined to be ſuch, 
For, according to your principles, that which differenceth a Catholich 
Doctrine from a particular Opinion, is the Churches Definition; before 
then the Church had paſled a definition in thele points, they could not he 
held as Catholick Doctrines, To make this ſomewhat clearer, becauſcir 
is neceſlary for undeceiving thoſe who are told, as you tell us here, That 
at the Reformation we rejected ſuch things which were univerſally own- 
cd for Catholick Doctrines, which is ſo far from being true, that it is im- 
poſſible they ſhould be owned for ſuch by the Church cf Rome upon your 
own principles. For, I pray. tell us, Are there not ſeveral forts of Opini. 
ons among you at this day, none of which are pretended to be Catholic 


' Doctrines & and this you conſtantly tell us, when we object to you your 


diſlentions about them. As for Inſtance, the Popes perſonal Infallibility, 
the Superiority of Pope over General Councils, the Immaculate Conception of 
the Bleſſed Virgin, the Diſputes about Predeſtination, &c. when we tel 
you of your differences in theſe points, you anſwer, That theſe hinder not 
the Unity of the Church, becauſe theſe are only in matters of Opinion; and 
that it isnot defide, that men ſhould hold cither way. When we demand 
the reaſon of this difference concerning theſe things, your Anſwer is, That 
the Church hath GI things to be believed,and not others :, that whi 
the Church hath defined, is to be looked on as Catbolick, Doctrine, and the d+- 
zyers of it are guilty of Hereſie but where the Church hath not defined, thi 
are not Catholick Doctrines, but only at beſt but pions Opinions, and men my 
be good Catholicks, and yet differ about them, T pray, tell me, Is this your 
Doctrine, or, is it not ? If not, there may be Hereticks within your ched 
as well as without : it it be your DoCtrine, apply it to the matters in hand, 
Were theſe things defined by the Church at the beginning of the Reforms 
tion £ It they were, produce thoſe Definitions for all thoſe things which 
you ſay were owned as Catholick Doctrines then : that we may ſee, that at 
leaſt in the judgement of your Church they were accounted ſo, Tell w, 
when and where thoſe LoCtrines were detined before the Council of Trent! 
and, I hope you will not ſay, that was before the beginning of the Refor- 
mation, If then there were no ſuch definitions concerning them, they could 
10t by your Church be accounted as Catholick Doctrines ; at the molt, they 
could be but only piows Opinions, as that of the Popes Tnfallibility among 
you is, and conſequently men might be Catholicks 1till, though they diſps 
ted or denied them. And how then come the Proteſtarts to be accounte 
Hereticks in their Reformation, if upon your own principles, thoſe thing 
which they denied were then no Catholick Doctrines: Though yul 
ſhould therefore prove more than you have done, That theſe points & 
Doctrine were generally received at the time of the Reformation, yet thit 
by no means proves that they were Catholick Doctrines, unleſs you makelt 
1impoſiible that meer Opinions ſhould be gencrally received in your Church, 
For, it any thing may be generally received in the nature of an Opinion, 


you cannot prove trom the bare general reception, that it was a Catholick 


Doctrim: 
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Doctrine : unleſs you would attempt to prove it by the notion under 
which it was received, Whether as an Opinion, or a Catholick Doctrine. 
But then you muſt remember to prove theſe things, 1. That all thoſe 
who did receive it, received it under that zoton ; as for inſtance, In any 
ane of thoſe Articles by you mentioned, Tranſubſtantiation, Invocation of 
$dints, &'c. you mult firſt prove, That all who were in your Churche's 
Communion did believe thoſe things 3 which it is impoſlible for you to do, 
anſes you could prove, that none could be of your Church, unlels they be- 
levedthem 3 which is again impoſſible to be done, unleſs your Church had 
þ defined thoſe things, that they ceaſed to be members of it who did not 
believe them. Thus, we ſee, your firſt task is rendred impoſlible, viz. to 
know, Whether all in your Chxrch held theſe DoCtrines orno; but, ſup- 
ou knew this, it falls ſhort of your purpoſe, unleſs you can prove, 
that all thoſe who held theſe things, did not hold them as bare Opinions, 
but as Catholick Doctrines;, and this 1s again as impoſſible as the / vo $ 
for, How can you tell, whether they judged theſe things to be fo, unleſs 
jou knew what their Kule was whereby they judged of Catholick Doc- 
trives? If you knew their Rule, How can you tell, Whether they made a 
Vſe of it or no? or, Whether they made any Ute at all of it? or, Whe- 
ther they did not take up ſuch Opinions by prejudice, education, the 
udgement of others, and ſeveral other waies, without examining of what 
wture or importance the things were, If you think you have a certainRule 
wjudge of Catholick Doctrines by,you mult prove that they had the ſame 
Rule, and looked upon it as ſuch too: otherwiſe they might not uſe it for 
thoſe ends, nor be governed at all by it. When you will therefore prove 
iy Dottrines to be Catholick, by being generally. received, you mult re- 
nember what brave impoſſibilities you have undertaken, But, ſuppoſe 
could maſter this too, and prove, that men generally reccived theſe 
23Catholick Doctrines; yet, before you can prove, that thele are Catholick 
Dottrines from thence, you have a further task yet upon you, which is, to 
prove it impoſſible that theſe men ſhould be ozt in their judgement con- 
cerning the nature of an Opinion, and that they could not look on any 
thing as a Catholick Doctrine, but what was really ſo. For, if they may 
be miſtaken in their judgement, we are as far to ſeek as ever, for know- 
ing what are Catholick Doctrines, and what not. You muſt therefore prove 
the judgement of all theſe perſons i#fa//ible concerning what are Cathelick 
Dvetrines, and what not : And by that time, the Pope will return you little 
thanks for your pains, in making every member of your Church as infal- 
lible as himſelf, Ifit be then fo > npoflible to prove, that theſe were re- 
ceived as Catholick, Doctrines, either from any definition of your Church, or 
from the general reception of them among the members of it, you ſee, 
What little reaſon you had to ſay, That the Proteſtants at the beginning of 
the Reformation, did take away ſomething that was Catholick from the Doc- 
tine of the Church. Which 1s notoriouſly falſe and inconſiſtent with your 
om principles. If we ſhould therefore grant, that Tranſubſtantiation, Pur- 
gaory,&+c.were generally owned in your Church at the time of the Reformation, 
theutmoſt you can prove, is, only that they were owned as particular 
Doctrines by particular men, but not that they were owned as the Catho- 
lickDoctrimes of yout Church. And therefore we deny not, but that party 
and faction in your Church which owned and contended for theſe, had gor 
the upper-hand of the other, before the time of the Retormarion, ſo that 
thole who doubted of, or denicd _ "A not appear ſo + As 
B their 
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their adverſaries did ; but they were but a party, and afaction (till, ang 
there were many outward members of yourChurch,who groaned under the 
abuſes and tyrannies of the prevailing faction, and call'd loud for a Refor. 
1atior. As appeared not only by the open teſtimonies of ſome againſt luch 
Doftrines z the ſad complaint of others for want of Reformation; but þ 
the general ſenſe of the neceſſity of it, at the time when it was fet upon 
the great applauſe it met with among all perſons who allowed themſelyg 
liberty to enquire into things, the general conſent of the main bedies 
thoſe who let about reforming themlelves in the main Articles of Chriſtian 
Doctrine, and unanimous polite to thoſe erroneous Opinions which yoy 
call Catholick Doctrines. So that thele were not at the time of the Rey. 
mation, ſo much as the owned Catholick Doctrines of the Roman Church. 
but the Opinions of a prevailing Faction in It : and therefore the difown. 
ing them, is no rejecting any _ Catholick, but rejecting the opinions and 
practices of a tyrannical and uſurping Faction. There muſt be then, 
oreat deal of difference put between the State and Dodtrine of the 
Church of Rome, before the beginning ofthe Reformation, and ſince, eſpe. 
cially ſince the Council of Trent, For then theſe Doctrizes were Owned þ 
a Faction, but yet there might have been communion with that Chr 
without believing them tobe Cathelick Doctrinesz and no doubt , mg. 
ny pious ſouls went to Heaven without believing any of theſe things, (viz, 
ſuch who believed and improved the common principles of Chriſtianity, 
without regarding the erroneous Doctrines, or ſuperſtitious Pradtices of 
thoſe among whom they lived) but upon the firſt {tirrings towards a 
Reformation, the Court of Rome was fo far from reforming the abuſes 
which were complained of, that they- ſought to inforce them with the 
greateſt ſeverity upon all perſons, thundering out Excommunications 
againſt all ſuch who ſhould queſtion or diſpute them. By which means 
thoſe who might have lived peaceably before within the external Commu- 
nion of that Chxrch,without conſenting to the errours of it, are now forced 
out of it, unleſs they would approve of ſuch things which their conlciences 
deteſted ; in compariſon with the peace of which, they accounted not 
their lives to be dear to them, as many thouſands of them made it appear 
in ſeveral Countries. This is the true and juſt account of the {tate of 
things at the beginning of the Reformation ; but afterwards,when,through 
the neceſlity of the Pope's affairs, a Council was ſummoned, and all the arts 
imaginable were made ule of, to ſteer that grand affair for the 7nteref of 
the Court of Rome z, a new ſcene of affairs appears in the Chriſtian world: 
thoſe Doctrines which before were owned only by particular men, are de- 
fined by Pope and Council, to be the Catholick Doctrines of the Roman 
Church, and all thoſe Anathematized who will not own them. By which 
means the Kozzan Church is become it ſelf that party and faction, which on- 
ly prevailed init before but with reluctancy and oppoſition 3 and nov, 
none are looked on as members of that Chxrch, but ſuch as own the det- 
nitions cf that Council in point of Do&rine, Which makes it vaſtly todit- 
fer from what it was before, as to the terms of its Communion, and the 
{rate of the perſons who remain in it ; who can neither enjoy that free- 
dom in judgement which they might uſe before, nor yet can pretend thole 
excuſes tor not knowing the errours and corruptions of that Church,which 
might have prevented obſtinacy in them before. So that upon the whole 
It appears, that the Proteſtats 1n the beginning of the Reformation, were 
lo far from taking away any thing that was received as a Catholick Do- 
rin, 
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1 firine, by all Chriſtian Churches, that they did not reject any thing which 


. could be Jooked on as the Catholick DoFrine of the Church of Rome 3 and 
k conſequently that the Proteſtants were fo far from a wiltul ſeparation from 
the Church of Rome, that they were driven out by a prevalent FaTior, 
which impoſed thoſe things which had been before only the errours of 


particular perſons, as the Catholick DoFrines of that Church, and the nece(- 

ſary condIt10Ns of Communion with her. 

f . I may anſwer yet further, That it is not enough to prove any Do- 

; frine to be Catholick, that it was generally received by Chriſtian Churches 

in any one Age but it muſt be made appear,to have been fo received from 

the Apoſtles times. So that if we ſhould grant, that theſe Do@rines were 

owned for Catholick, not only by the Church of Rome, but all other Chri- 

ſhun Churches (fo far as it can be diſcerned by their Communion) yet 

| this doth not prove thefc Doctrines ſo owned to be truly Catholick, unleſs 

| you can firſt prove, that all the Chriſtiar Churches of one Age can never be- 

hevea Doctrine to be Catholick, which is not ſo. You ſee therefore your 

tak increaſes further upon you : for, it is not enough to ſay, That 4. D. 

1517. ſuch and ſuch Doftrines were looked on as Catholick, and therefore 

they were ſo ; but that for 1517. years, ſucceſſively from the Apoſtles to 

that time, they were judged to be fo, and then we ſhall more eaſily be- 

leve you. When you will therefore prove Tranſubſtantiation, the $acri- 

fue of the Maſs, Image-worſbip, Invocation of Saints, or any other of the 
Dottrines mentioned by you,in a conſtant tradition from the Apoſtles 

mes to have been looked on as Cathelick DoFrines, you may then ſay, 

That Proteſtants in denying thele, did take away ſomething Catholick from 

the Do&rine of the Chyrch; bur, till that time, theſe Anſwers may abun- 

dantly ſuffice. | 

We now come cloſer to the bufineſs of the Reformation; but, before we &- 9: 

examine the particulars of it, the general grounds on which it proceeded, 

muſt ſomewhat further be cleared , which his Lordſhip tells you , are 

built pox the power of particular Churches reforming themſthver, in caſe the 

whole Church is negligent, or will not ;, to which you ſay, That you grant in 

fel® as great power as the Biſhop himſelf does, to particular Churches, to Na- 

tional and Provincial Conncils, itt reforming errours and abuſes either of do- 

Brine or prattice : only we require that they proceed with due reſpe to the chief 

Paſtor of the Church, and have recourſe to him in all matters and decrees of 

Faith; eſpecially when they define or declare points not generally known and ac- 

tnowledged to be Catholick Truths, What you grant iz effe@ at firſt, you i 

- deny again afterwards. For the Queſtion is about Reformation of 
errours and abuſes as may come from the Church of Rome; and when 


P. 164. n, 6. 


h you grant a powet to reform only, in caſe the Pope conſent, you grant no 
1- power to reform at all. For the expertence of the world hath ſufficiently 
n, i. ies How little his conſent is to be expetted in any thing of Refor- 
f- .- For his Lordſhip truly faith, in Anſwer to Capelzs, who denies 
f- articular Churches any power of making Canons of Faith, without confult- 
he wpthe Roman See, That as Capellus car never prove that the Roman See P. 151.n. 3; 
e- miſt be ronſalted with before any Reformation be made : $0 it is as certain, 
ſe were'it proved and praiſed, we ſhould have no Reformation. For it 
þ would be long enough before the Church ſhonld be cured, if that See alone ſhould 


le tr ber Phjſitian, which in truth is her diſeaſe. Now to this you ſay, That 
re wen Capellus himſelf requires this : as though Capelizs were not the man 
- Whom his Lordſhip anſwers as to this very thing. But beſides you fay, 
Ie, Bbb 2 The 
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and Carthaginian Councils, which,as $t. Auſtin witneſſeth, ſent their decycs, 
touching Grace, Original ſin in Infants, and other matters again(t Pelagius 
to be confirmed by the Pope : but what is all this to the buſincls of Refyr. 
mation, that nothing of that nature isto be attempted without the Pupe, 
conſent ? That thele Councils did by Julius an African Biſhop communiege 
their decrees to Pope Prnocent, Who denyes? but, what 1s it you woulg 
thence infer to your purpole ? for the utmoſt which can be drawn hence 
is, that they deſired the Pope to contribute his aſſiſtance in condemning 
Pelagizs and Celeſtius ;, by adding the authority of the Apoſtolical See 
their decrees: that ſoby the conſent of the Church that growing Hereſs 
might the more eaſily be ſyppreſled. And who denyes but at that tine 
the Rowan Church had great reputation, (which is all that Authority in. 
plyes) and by that means might be more ſerviceable in preventing the 
growth of Pelagianiſm , if it did concur with the African Councils in 
condemning that Doctrine. But becauſe they commanicated their de. 
crees to Pope Innocent deliring his conſent with them, that thereforeng 
reformation ſhould be attempred inthe Chyrch without the conſent of the 
Pope is a very far-fetched inference z and unhappily drawn from thoke 
African Fathers, who ſo ſtoutly oppoled Zoſrmws, Innocents Succellour, in 
the caſe of Appeals about the buſineſs of Apiarivs. Did they, think you, 
look on themſelves as obliged to do nothing inthe reforming the Church 
without the Popes authority, who would by no means yield to thoſkeen- 
croachments of power, which Zoſmas would have uſurped over them? 
Nay it appears, that, till the African Fathers had better informed him, 
Zoſemus did not alittle favour Celeſtizs himſelf, and in caſe he had gore 
on fo to do, do you think they would have thought themſelves everthe 
leſs obliged toreform their Churches from the Pelagian Hereſie which began 
to _ among them ? And in this time of the Controverſie between 
Zofwns and them, though they carried it with all fairneſs towards the 
Roman +:e, yet they were ſtill careful to preſerve and defend their on 
privil<[\ges3 and in caſe the Pope ſhould then have challenged that poyer 
over 1hem, which he hath done ſince, no doubt they would not kaveſtuck 
at c:i/ling ſuch incroachments The diſeaſe of the Church, (without any ur- 
har dicomneſs or incivility) and would have been far from looking on him 
as the cn'y Phyſitian of it. 
To t!;at pretence, That things ſhould have been born with, till the tim 


a General Council, his Lordſhip anſwers : Firſt, 'tis true,a General Council, 


free and entire,would have been the beſt remedy, and moſt able for a Gangren 
that had ſpread ſo far, and eaten ſo deep into Chriſtianity. But what # ſhouls 
we have ſuffered this Gangrene to endanger life and all, rather then be curd 
in time by a Phyſitian of weaker knowledge, anda leſs able hand 2 Secondy 
we live to ſee ſince, if we had ſtayed and expeFed a General Council, wid 
manner of one we ſhould have had if any. For that at Trent was neith 
General nor free. And for the errours which Rome had contra@ed, it cot- 
firmed them, it cured them not. And yet T much doubt, whether ever that 
Council (ſuch as it was ) would have been call d, if ſome Provincial and Natio 
al Synods under Supreme and Regal power, had not firſt ſet upon this gred 
work of Reformation ; which I heartily wiſh had been as orderly and hajji 
parſed as the work ws right Chriſtian and good in it ſelf. But humane frailly 
and the heats and diſtevy 75 of men, as well as the cunning of the Devil wo 
2ot ſuffer that, For even in this ſenſe alſo the wrath of man doth not accom 
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liſh the will of God, $t. James 1. 20. but I have learnt not to reje@ the good, 
which God hath wrought, for any evil which men may {ofex upon it, , Now 
tothis you anſwer, 1. By a fair Conceſſion again, that a Provincial Coun- 
cilis the next Chirurgion, when a Gangrene pas life,but ſtill the Popes 
ance is required : For tear the Chirurgion ſhould do too much good of 
himſelf, you would be ſure to have the Pope as Phyſitian to (tand by, whom 
you know t00 much concerned in the maladies of the Church, to give way 
toan effeftual cure. 2. But you ſay further, That the moſt proper expedi- 
ent is an Oecumenical Council, and this you ſpoil again, with ſaying; Such 
# the Council of Trent was, For what you "a in vindication of that being 
General and free, we ſhall confider in the Chapter deſigned for that pur- 
pole, What you object againſt our National Synod 1562. will be fully 
anſwered before the end of this 5; which that we may make way for, we 
muſt proceed to the remainder of theſe general grounds; in which his 
Lordſhip proves, That when the Univerſal Church will not, or for the iniqui- 
hy of the times cannot obtain and ſettle a ſee General Council, 'tis lawful, nay 
ſometimes neceſſary to reform grojs abuſes by a National or a Provincial, To 
this you anfiver in General, 7hat you deny wot but matters of leſs moment as 
concerning rites and ceremonics, abuſes in manners and diſcipline, may be re- 
firmed by particular Councils, without expreſs leave of the Pope ; but that in 
matters of great montent concerning the Faith and publick, Dodrine of the 
Church, Sacraments, and whatever elſe is of Divine Inſtitution, or univerſal 
wligation, particular Councils, ( if they duly proceed ) attempt nothing without 
recourſe to the Sea Apoſtolick,, and the Pope's conſent either expreſly granted or 
jftly preſumed. Fair hopes then there are of a cure when the Impoſthume 
gathers in the Head / weare indeed by this put into a very good condi- 
tionz for if a ſmall matter hurts a Chxrch ſhe hath her hands at liberty to 
help her {clf ; but if one comes toraviſb her, her hands are tyed, and by 
no means muſt ſhe defend her ſelf. For in caſe,ſay you,it be any matter of 
great moment, it muſt be left to the Pope, and nothing ts be done without his 
conſent 5 no not although the main of the diſtempers come through him. 
But thanks be to God, our Church is not committed to the hands of ſuch a 
mercileſs Phyſitiarr, who firſt cauſeth the walady and then forbids the cure - 
weknow of no ſuch obligation we have, to /ſeep in St. Peters Church, as of 
old they did in the Texzple of #ſcrlapius in hopes of a cure. God hath en- 
truſted every National Church with the care of her own ſafety, and will 
uire of her an account of that power he hath given to that end. It 
ll be little comfort to a Church whoſe members rot for want of a remedy, 
to lay, The Pope will ot give leave or elſe it might haye been cured. I won- 
der where it is that any Chriſtian Church is commanded to wait the Popes 
good leafure for reforming her ſelf? Whence doth he derive this Autho- 
ity and ſole power of reforming C:urches £ But that muſt be afterwards 
examined. Butis it reaſonable to ſuppoſe that there ſhould be Chriſtzar: 
Magiſtrates, and Chriſtian Biſhops in Churches, and yet theſe ſo tyed up 
that they can do nothing in order to the Churches recovery though the 
diſtempers be never ſo great and dangerous > Do we not read in the 4po- 
ftolical Churches that the Government of them was in themſelves, without 
any the leaſt mention of any Oecumemnical Paſtour over all 2 if any abuſes 
were among them, the particular Governours of thoſe Churches are check- 
edand rebuked for it, and commanded to exerciſe their power over 
offenders > and muſt the encroachments of an uſurped and arbitrary 
power in the Church hinder particular Churches from the exercile Re 
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full power which is committed to the Governoxrs of them? Neither is this 
only a Right granted toa Charch as ſuch, but we find this power pradtiſed 
and aſſerted in the hiſtory of the Chriſtian Churches from the Apoſtles 
times. For no ſooner did the Biſhops of Rome begin to encroach, but 
other Biſhops were fo mindful of their own priviledges and the Intereſs of 
their Charches, that they did not yield themſelves his Yaſals,but diſpute 
their rights and withſtood his uſurpations. As hath partly appeared a. 
ready, and will do more afterwards. 

And that particular Churches may reform themſelves, his Lordſhip pro- 
duceth ſeveral Teſtimonies ; The firſt is of Gerſox, who tells us plainly 
That he will not deny, but that the Church may be reformed by parts. And 
that this is neceſſary; and,that to effeft it, Provincial Councils may ſy ce, and 
in ſome things Dioceſan. And again, Either you ſhould reform all eſtates of 
the Church in a General Conncil, or command them to be reformed in Provin. 
cial Couticils : But all this, you lay, doth not concern matters of Faith, lu 
only perſonal abuſes ;, But I pray what ground is there that one ſhould 
me £25.41 and not the other? Is it not the reaſon why any reformation is 
neceſlary, that the Churches purity and ſafety ſhould be preſerved ? and 
isnot that as much or more endangered by erroneous doctrines then by 

xerfonal abuſes > Will not then the parity of reaſon hold proportionably 
Foe one as well as the other? that if the Church may be neflrned by parts 
as to leſſer abuſes, then much more certainly as to greater. Beſides, you 
fay, Gerſon allowed no Schiſmatical Reformations againſt the Churches head, 
neither do we plead for any fuch ; but then you muſt ſhew, Who the 
Churches head is, and, By what right he comes to be fo; otherwiſe the 
cauſe of the Schiſm: will fall upon him who pretends to be the head to 
dire& others, and is as corrupt a member as any in the body.But his Lord- 
ſhip adds, This right of Provincial Synods, that they might decree in caſer 
Faith, and in caſes of Reformation, where corruptions had crept into 1 
Sacraments of Chriſt ,vas prattiſed much above a thouſand years ago by may, 
both National and Provincial Synods. For which he firſt inſtanceth inthe 
Conncil at Rome under Pope Sylveſter An. 324. condemming Photinus and 
Sabellius, whoſe hereſies were of a high nature againſt the Faith ; but here 
you ſay, The very title confutes his pretence, for it was held under the Pye 
and therefore nvt againſt him. But however, whether with the Pope or 
againſt him, it was no more then a Provincial Synod ; and this decreed 
ſomething in matters of Faith, though according to your own Doftrine 
the Pope could not be Infallible there : for you reſtrain his Infalibility to 
Gemeral Council, and do not aſſert that it belongs to the particular Churcb 
of Rome. As well then may any other Provincial Synod determine matters 
of Faith, as that of Rowe, ſince that hath no more Infallibility belonging 
to it as ſuch thenany other particular Chxrch hath z and the Pope himlelt 
you fay may erre when he doth not define matters of Faith in a Generd 
Council, To his Lordſhips ſecond inſtance of the Council of Gangra about 
the ſame time condemning Euſtathius for his condemning marriage as ut- 
lawful; you anſwer to the ſame purpoſe, That Ofius was there Pope Syl- 
velter's Legat ; but what then ? if the Pope had been there himſelf he had 
not been Infallible, much leſs certainly his Legat who could have only a 
Second-hand Infallibility. To the third of the Council of Carthage con- 
Aemming rebaptiz.ation about 348. you grant, That it was aſſembled by Gratis 
B:ſbop of Carthage,” but that no new Article was defined in it, but only the 
perpetual tradition of the Church was confirmed therein. Neither - I 
plea 


Ss ww ie @ op uw £A cm Xa ww” - i. Mc ac. cat ova ES 


— 


= © a Go 3... ©: =mwy 


'l 


Chap. IV. : Cl hurch of Eineland juflifed. 75. 


—_— 


plead for any Power in Provincial Conncils to define any new Articles o 
Faith, but only to revive the old,and to confirm them in oppoſition to any 
{rncvations in point of DcCtrine 3 and as tothis we profels to be guided 
by the ſenſe of Scripture as interpreted by the unanimous conſent of the 
Fathers and the four firſi General Councils, To the fourth of the Council of 
Aquileia 4. D. 381. condemming Palladius and Secundinus for embracing 
the arrian Hereſte, $t. Ambrole being preſent ; you anſwer, That they only 
condemmed thoſe who had been condemned already by the Nicene Councihand, 
$t.Ambroſe and other Biſhops of Italy being preſent, Who can doubt but every 
thing was done there by the Popes authority and conſent £ But if they only 
enforced the decrees of the Council of Nice, What need of the Pope's autho- 
rity todo that ? And do you think that there wereno Provincial Councils 
inthat part of Ztaly which was particularly diſtinguiſhed from the ſabur- 
bicarian Churches under the Biſhop of Rome. wherein the Pope was not pre- 
| knt either by himfelt or Legats ? If you think ſo, your thoughts have 
more of your wil/ then underſtanding in them. Bur if this Council pro- 
| ceded according to that of Nice, Will it not be as lawful for other Pro- 
rincial Courrc4ls to reform particular Charches, as long as they keep to the 
Decrces not barely of Nzce, but of the four Cemeral Councils, which the 
Clarch of Exgland looks on, as her duty to do. In the two tollowing In- 
| ſances of the ſecond Corncil of Carthage declaring in behalf of the Trinity, 
md the Milevitan Council about the Pelagian Hereſiez you lay, The Biſhops of 
Rome were conſulted : But what then ? Were they conſulted as the Heads 
«the Church, or only as eminent embers of it in regard of their Faith 
aad Piety 2 Prove the former when you are able; and as to the latter it 
depends upon the -continuance of that Faith and Piety in them; and 
when once the reaſon is taken away, there can be no neceffity of con- 
tinuing the ſame reſort. The fame anſwer will ſerve for what you fay 
concerning the ſecond Council of Aurange, determining the Controverſies 
aowt Grace and Free-will, (uppoſing we grant it aflembled by the means of 
Felix 4. Biſhop of Rome as likewiſe to the third of Toledo, We come 
therefore tothat which you call Þis Lordſhips reſerve, and Maſter-allegation y 
the fourth Council of Toledo 5 which, faith he, did not only handle matters of © "Io 
Fathfor the reformation of that people, but even added alſo ſomething to the 
Creed, which were not expreſly delivered in former Creeds. Nay, the Biſhops 
4 Wl 44 not only praiſe this, to condemn Hereſtes in National and Provincial 
\mods, and jo to reform thoſe ſeveral places and the Church it ſelf by parts; 
int they did openly challenge this as their right and due, and that without any , .,_ 
lee acked of the See of Rome. For in this fourth Council of Toledo the mm, 
rc eaiked of f fe of Y a4 Ganz. 
ry decree, that, If there happen 4 canſe of Faith to be ſetled, a general that is a 
ng National Synod 4 all Spain and Gallicia ſhall bs beld thereon, And this in 
Git WI '* year 64.3. where you ſee it was then Catholick DoFrine in all Spain, that a 
ny National Synod might be a competent Judge in a cauſe of Faith. But here 
mt 0 fill wemect with the fame Anfiver, That all this might be done with a due P, 16. 
my lnbordination to the See Apoſtolick,, but that it doth not hence follow that any 
yl thing may be done in Provincial Councils againſt the authority of it. Neither 
ad © ve plead that any thing may be done againſt the juſt authority of the 
ly a $hop of Rome, or any other Biſhop ; but then you muſt prove that he 
on I ada juſt authority over the Church of England, and that he exerciſed no 
atus = fOvcr here at the Reformation but what did of right belong to him. But 
the nefuller debate of theſe things muſt be left rothat place where you de- 
we If 'ynedly aſlert and vindicate the Pope's Authority, 
ead | Theſe 
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Theſe things being thus in the general cleared, we come to the parti. 
cular application of them to the caſe of the Church of Fngland, Ag tg 
which, his Lordſhip ſay's 5 And if this were prattiſed ſo often and in ſo many 
places, Why may not a National Conncil of the Church of England do the liky 7 
As ſhe did, For ſhe caſt off the Pope's uſurpation, and as much as in her lay re. 

ſtored the King to his right, That appears by a Book ſubſcribed by the Bijboy, 

in Henty the eighths time, And by the Records in the Archbiſhops office, gp. 
derly kept and to be ſeev. In the Reformation which came after, our Prince, 
had their parts, and the Clergy theirs. And to theſe two principally the pow 
and direttion for Reformation belongs. That our Princes had their parts 
manifeſt by their calling together of the Biſhops, and others of the Clergy t, 
conſider of that which might ſeem worthy Reformation, And the Clergy di 
their part : for, being thus call d together by Regal power, they met inthe N,. 
tional 5$ynod of ſixty two. And the Articles there agreed on were afterwaxq; 
confirmed by aits of State, and the Royal aſſent, In this Synod, the Poſting 
truths which are delivered are more then the Polemicks. $0 that a meer (4. 
lummny it is, that we profeſs only a Negative Religion. True it is, and we muſ 
thank Rome for it, our Confeſſion muſt needs contain ſome Negatives, For 
we cannot but deny that Images areto be adored, Nor can we admit maimed 
Sacraments, Nor grant Prayers in an unknown tongue. And in a corrt 
time or place, "tis as neceſſary in Religion to deny falſhood, as to aſſert and 
vindicate Truth. Indeed this latter can hardly be well and ſufficiently dme 
but by the former,an Affirmative verity being ever included in the Negative to 
a falſhood., As] for any errour which might fall into this ( as any other Reor- 
mation) if any ſuch can be found ; then T ſay, and tis moſt true, Reforms- 
tion, eſpecially in caſes of Religion.is ſo difficult a work, and ſubje@# toſo many 
Pretenſions, that 'tis almoſt impoſſible but the Reformers ſhould ſtep too far, or 
fall too ſhort in ſome ſmaller things or other, which iz regard of the far greater 
benefit coming by the Reformation it ſelf, may well be paſſed over and born 
withall. But if there have been any wilfull and groſs errours, not ſo muchin 
opinion as in FaF# ( Sacriledge too often pretending to Reform Superſtition) 
that's the crime of the Reformers, not of the Reformation :, and they are long 
ſince gone to God to anſwer it, towhom Tleave them. 

This 1s his Lordſhips'full and juſt account of the proceedings of the 
Reformation in the Church of Eme/and, to which we mult conſider what 
Anſwer you return. To his Lordſhips Queſtion, Why may not a National 
Council of the Church of Erg/and do the like; you give this anſwer, 
Truly I know no reaſon why it may not, provided it be a true National Council 
and a true Church of England, ( as thoſe recited were true Churches and 
Councils) and provided alſo that it do no more. We are contented to put 
the iſſue of this bufineſs upon theſe three things, viz. That our Churchis 
a true Church, That the power which reformed it was ſufficient for that 
purpoſe, and, That no more was done by them then was in their powerto 
do. But for the firſt you tell us, That ſeeing by the Church of England bt 
means the preſent Proteſtant Church there, you muſt crave leave of his Lord- 
Ship to deny his ſuppoſition, and tell him the Church of England in that ſenſe, 
ſignifies no true Church, Were it not an cafie matter to requite you by 

telling you, It is impoſſible we ſhould be guilty of $ch7ſz7 in any ſeparation 
from your Communion, becauſe we mult crave leave of you to fay that 
the Church of Rome is no true Church ; and where there is Schiſm that 
muſt be a true Church which men are guilty of it in ſeparating from. Not 


as thoughT ſought only to return a blow on you which 1 could not defend 
Our 
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oar Church from 3 but to let you ſce, that by whatever way you would 
prove your Church tobe true, by the ſame we may prove ours to beſo too. 
Ifyou ownand believe the Chriſtian DoFrine to be the way to ſalvation , 
{dowe. If youembrace the ancient Creeds, lodo we. If you acknow- 
ledge the Scriptures to be Gods Word, lo do we. If you joyn together in 
rticipation of the Sacraments of Baptiſnr, and the Lords Supper, ſo do 
we. If you have a conſtant ſucceſſron of Biſhops, fo have we. Name then 
What it is, which is Fandamental to the Being of a Church, which our Pro- 
teftant Church doth want ? You grant the Church of England was a true 
Church before the Reformation, Wherein was it altered from it ſelf by it, 
thatit ceaſed to be a true Church 2 Was it, in denying the Pope's Supremacy 
in Henry the eighth's time ? That cannot be : for you very remarkably grant 
afterwards, That the Biſhops, and the King too,left the Pope in poſſeſſion of all P. 163. 
that he could rightly challenge, (Which is a concefſion we ſhall make more 
uſe ofafterwards.) Surely then this could not unchurch them. Or, Was 
itthe proceedings of the Reformation in Queen Elizabeth's time > The $4- 
premacy could not be it neither now 3 for that was aſſerted under a more 
moderate title in her time, than in her Fathers. Was it the Uſe of the 
litwrgy in the Engliſh tongue 2 Surely not; when Pius the forrth offercd to 
confirm it, as iscredibly reported from Yincentins Parpalia, whom that 
Me imployed on a Meſſage to Qween Elizabeth, with terms of Accommo- 
dation. But, What was it which did unchurch us 2 Were they the Ar- 
ticles of Religion agreed on in the Convocation, 1562 2 Ifthey were theſe; 
Were they either the poſitive or negative Articles ? If the poſitive, Were 
they the aſſerting the Articles contained in the three Creeds, the ſufficier- 
9 of Scriptures, the neceſſuty of Divine Grace f or, What el(c ? If the nega- 
tive, Was it the denying Purgatory, Invocation of Saints, Unlawfulneſs of 
X Irieſts Marriage, Cozmnion in one kind ? or, Which ofthem elle was it, 
a which made the Proteſtant Church to be no true Church ? Or, Is it laſtly 
M theaſlerting, That as the Church of Jeruſalem, Alexandria, and Antioch, 
) have erred, ſo alſo the Church of Rome hath erred, not only in their livings , ** '? 
c and manner of Ceremonies, but alſo in matters of Faith f Ts this it which 
s hath done us all the miſchicf to unchurch us, viz. the denying your 
he Churches Infallibility 2 If this bet, it is our comfort yct, that our Church 


willremain a true Chyrch, till yours bz proved to be Zafallible; which I 
hat . > n 
wo" dare ſay, will be ong enough. But, as though it were in your abſolute 
- power to church and wrchurech whom, and when you pleaſe, you ofter at 
mi no proof at all of this aſlertion, but only very fairly crave bis Lordſbips 


Jy lave to call the Proteſtant Church no true Church : Which indeed is a more 
ot cavil way of begging the Queſtion. And if it will not be granted, you 


is cannot help itz for you have done your utmoſt, in craving Þis leave for it, 
re and you have no more to ſay to it. EN F 
x to But, you (cem to ſay much more to the lccond,That the Reformation was S$+ 13- 
Ty wt managed by a I:wful power, nor carried on in a due manncr ;, tor yea of- 
od er toprove, that the National Synod 1562. was no lawfiil $yr0d, in thelc 


words, For js it not notorious, that pretended Synod A, D. 1562, were all __ _ 

ene mantfeſt ujurpers 2 Is it not manifeſt, that they all by force intruded them. VOY 
ul ſelves, both into the $ces of other lawful Biſhops, and into the cures of othei 
—_ anful Paſtors, quietly and Caxonically poſſeſſed of then before the ſaid intru- 
yo jou? Can thoſe be accounted a lawful National Conncil of England, or law- 
No fulh to repreſent the Engliſh Church, who never had any lawful, that is, Cano- 

if Mal and jujt Vocation, Ailſion, or JuriſdifFion given them to. and over the 
= ; Ccc Engliſh 
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perſons who fate in the Convocation, A. 1562. could make no awful gy. 
nod, and thoſe are Intruſion, and want of a lawful 25ſſzor : which ſhall 
be particularly examined, The firſt charge is of Intruſror, which you 
would ſeem to aggravate by ſeveral circumſtances, that they intruded they. 
ſelves, and that by force: and not ſome, but a; and that into the Sees 
other lawful Biſhops, and cures of lawful Paſtors. But how true theſe cir. 
cumſtances are, muſt appear by a true account of the matters of fa re. 
lating to theſe things in the heghn_ of Queen Elizabeth's Reign. How 
falſe that is, That a// intruded themſelves, is notorious to any one who un- 
derſtands any thing of thoſe times z For this Corvocation was held in the 
fifth year of Queen Elizabeth, and in the v7 of her Reign: Of 26 Cathe- 
dral Churches, there were but fourteen or fifteen Biſhops then living in 
England, For the Sees of Salisbury and Oxford fell vacant A. 1557. and 
were not ſupplied inthe time of Queer Mary. Hereford, Briſtow, Banger, 
were vacant by the death of the teveral Biſhops lome weeks before Que 
Mary. Canterbury by the death of Cardinal Pool, the ſame day with the 
ueeu, Norwich and Glouceſter a few weeks after her; and ſo likewiſe Re- 
cheſter, Worceſter, and S. 4 aph became vacant by the voluntary exile of 
Pates and Golswell, the Biſhops therecf; ſo that but fifteen Biſhops were 
then living and —_— in Ergland. And, Were all thole who ſupplied 
theſe vacant Sces, 1rtruders ? A ſtrange kind of Intruſcon into dead mens 
places ! So then, this circumſtance is notoriouſly falſe, That they All by force 
intruded themſelves into the Sces of other lawful Biſhops. But let us ſee, Whe- 
ther the other are more juſtly charged with a forcible Intruſion into the 
Sees of the other Biſhops, For which we muſt conſider what the proceed- 
znes were in reference tothem : It appears then, that inthe firſt yearof 
the @vcer, the Oath of Supremacy, formed and enjoyned in the time cf 
Henry 8. was in the firſt Parliament of Queen Elizabeth revived for the 
better ſecuring the @veer of the Fidelity of her ſubjects; but yet it was 
ſorevived, that ſeveral conſiderable paſſages in the Act concerning it, 
were upon mature deliberation mitigated, both as to the @weens title 
which was not Syprexze Head, but Supreme Governour; a title which 
Dneen Mary had uſed before, as appears by an Act palled in the third$& 
110n of Parliament in hertime : and likewile as to the penalty ; for, where- 
as the Stat. 28, Her. 8. c. 10, was fo very ſevere, That whoſoever did tx- 
tol the authority of the Biſhop of Rome, was, for the firſt offence, within th 
compaſs of a Prxmunire, and for refuſmy to take the Oath, was guilty of Tres 
ſon ;, it paſled now in @vcer Elizabeth's time, only with this penalty, Thd 
ſuck who refuſed it, ſhoula be excluded ſuch places of honour and profit, as thy 
held in the Church or Common-wealth ;, and that ſuch as ſhould maintain it 
defend the authority, prekeminence, power, or juriſdiction, Spiritual or Eccl- 
ſraſtical of any forein Trince, Prelate, Perſon, State, or Fotentate whatſoever, 
ſhould be three times convi&ed before he ſuffered the pains of death. Upon the 
expiring ofthe Parlzament, Commiſuners were appointed to require the 
Biſlops to take the Oath of Supremacy, according to the Law made tothut 
purpole, which being tendred to them, they all (Kitchin of Landafſe on: 
ly excepted) unanimouſly refuſed it, aithough they had taken it befores 
Prieſ:s or FiſIops, in the Reign of Henry 8. or Edward 6, But whether by 
fome ſecret intimations from Koxze, or their own obſtinacy, they welt 
relolved rather toundergo the penalty of the Law, than to take it now: 


and accordingly betore the end of that year they were deprived of 


their 
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their Biſhopricks. So that the Queſtion about the Z2trſi0r2 of thoſe 
ziſhops, who came 1nto their Sees, depends upon rhe legality of the depri- 
vation of theſe. And —_ whoſoever conſiders their former car- 
*20e towards the Queer, 1n refuſing to afliſt at her Coronation, and ſome 
ofthem threatning to excommunicate her inſtead of diſputing at Weſt+ 
minſer.,as they had ſolemnly engaged to do, joyned with, this contuma- 
cy in refuſing the 0«th, will find that theſe perſons did not unjuſtly ſuffer 
this deprivation, For which need not run out into the Prixces power 
over Eccleſiaſtical perſons; for you have given a ſufficient reaſon for it your 
cifin that acknowledgement of yours, That the Biſhops, and the King tos 
wg; King Henry) left the Pope in poſſeſſion of all he could rightly chal- 
Pp i 


this be true, that notwithſtanding the $44t.28, Her.8, notwith-/ 


ſtanding the Oath of S»premacy then taken, the Pope might injoy all that 
belonged to him of Divine Right, he might then do the ſame, notwith« 
ſanding this Oath in Queer Elizabeth's time, which was only reviving the 
former with ſome mitigation 3 and what could it be then ele but obſtina- 
cyand contumacy in them to refuſe it 2 And therefore the plea which 
you make for thoſe whom you call the Henry-Biſhops, will ſufficiently con- 
demn theſe preſent Biſhops, whom we now ſpeak of. For if thoſe Biſbops 
only renounced the Popes Canonical and acquired Juriſdition here in Eng- 
land, as you ſay, 7. e. that Authority and Juriſdifion in Eccleſiaſtical matters, 
phich the Pope exerciſed here by virtue of the Canons, Preſcription , and other 
titles of humrane right, and gave it to the King: yet they never renounced or de- 
pived hin of that part of his authority, which is far more intrinſecal to his 
fice, and of Divine Right ; they never denied the Popes Soveraign Power to 
tch the Univerſal Church, and determine all Controverſtes of Faith whatſo- 
ever 32 4 General Council. If theſe things, I ſay, be true, which you con- 
fdently aſſert, the more inexcuſable were theſe Biſbops for refuſing that 


white ard 
watſos. 


Oath of Supremacy which they had not only taken in King Henry's time, 


but which, by your own confeſſion, takes away nothing of the Pope's Au- 
thority, in relation to the whole Catholick Church, And by this means their 
obſtinacy appeared fo great, as might juſtly deſerve a deprivation. It be- 
ing certainly in the Power of the K7ng and Biſbops to aſlert their own rights 
in oppoſition to any Canons or Preſcriptions whatſoever of meerly humane 
right. So that by your own confeſſion, the more excuſable the Herry- 
Ziſbops were, as you call them, the leſs exculable the Ary-Biſbops were 
(as, to follow you, we mult call them) in refuſing the Oath of Supremacy, 
when tendred to them. Was it lawful then in K77g Henry's time, to take 
this 0ath or not ? If not, then King Henry's Biſhops are infinitely to blame 
for taking it, and you for defending them : It it was lawful then, why not 
in Qzeer: Elizabeth's time ? Had ſhe not as much reaſon to impoſe it as her 
Father £ Had ſhe not as much power to doit? When one of the chief 
refuſers, Heath, Arch-Biſhop of Terk, and then L. Chancellonr of England , 
did, upon the firſt notice of the death of Qnecr Mary, declare to the 
Houſe of Commons, That the [rup; yp of the Crown did of right belong to the 
Trinceſs Elizabeth, whoſe title they conceived to be ſree ſrom all legal Que- 
ftions;, this could be then no plea at all for them. So that if any pertons 
through the greateſt obſtinacy,might be deprived by a Prince of their Ec- 
ahjuſteat preferments, thele might 3 and when you can prove, that in 
nocaſe a Prince hath power to deprive Eccleſeaſtical perſons, you will fay 
more to your purpoſe than yet you have done, But till you have done 
that, it remains clear, that theſe Biſhops were juſtly deprived ; and if (o, 
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What was to be done with their vacant Sees £ Muſt they be kept vacant 
ſtill? or ſuch be'put into them who were guilty of the ſame fault with 
themſelves, in refaking the Oath, when tendred to them ? If not ſuch,ther 
it was neceflary that other fit perſons ſhould be legally conſecrated and 
inveſted in them : And fo they were, the places being oatind by wor: 
thy perſons 3 the Arch-Biſhep of Canterbury being conſecrated by a Cangyi. 
cal number of Edward-Ziſbops, and the reſt duly conſecrated by othe; 
hands. And for all this, uſt al/ theſe perſons be intruders, and intry(, 
themſelves by force, and that into the places of other lawful Biſhops ? Whey 
ſo many Sees were aftually vacant, and the reſt by due form of Law, int 
which other Biſhops were elected, and legally conſecrated, notwithſtand. 
ing the putid Fable of tke Nags-Head ordination, which hath fo often and 
ſo evidently been diſproved, that I am glad to find you have ſo much my- 
deſty, as not to mention it. Theſe Biſhops being thus legally inveſted in 
their places, To whom did the care and Government of the Engliſh Chir 
belong? to theſe, or to thoſe who were juſtly deprived ? If to theſe, Wereggt 
they then the due repreſentatives of the Engliſh Church in a National 9. 
0d, who with thoſe of the lower Hoxſe of Convocation, make up a tre 
National Council? And if fo, it belonged to tlicm as ſuch, to conſider what 
appertained to the Faith and Government of the Church of England, For 
they undertook not to preſcribe to the whole world, that they leave to 
the Biſhop and Church of Rome(not as legally belonging to them, but arro- 
gantly uſurped by them) but to draw up Articles of Religion, which 
{hould be owned by all ſuch who enjoyed any place of Truſt in the Church 
of England. $0 that in all this they were neither intruders, neither did 
they att any thing beyond their place and authority. But you would 
ſeem to quarrel with their Vocation, Miſſron, and Juriſdition, as though it 
were not lawful, i.e. Canonical and Juſt ; all thele are your own wordsand 
they are but words; for not one ly]Jable like a proot is ſuggeſted, I tell 
you then (not to ſpend time in a ncedlels vindication of the Vocationef 
the Biſhops and Paſtors of the Chxrchof England, when you give usnore- 
ſon toqueſtion it) that by the fame arguments that you can prove that 
you have any lawful Biſ:ops and Paſtors in your CExrch, it will appear that 
we have too. And that our Vocation and Miſſion is far more confonant 
to the Apoſtolicaland Primitive Church than yours is. 
But, the main quarrel is ſtill behind, which is, that, S»ppoſing they hs 
been true Biſhops, and Paſtors of the Engliſh Church, and their Aſſembly 4 las- 
ful National Council, yet, you ſay, They were ſo far from doing the like (th 
other Provincial Councils bad done ) that they ated diretly contrary to then, 
which charge lyes in theſe things. 1. Condemning points of Faith that had been 
generally believed and practiſed in the Church before them. This you know 
we deny, and you barely aftirm it, and I have ſhewed ſome nal of our 
denial already, and ſhall do more when we come to particulars. 2. It 
contradicting the Doctrine of the Roman Church : A great Hereſie indeed, 
but never yet condemned in any General Council. 3. In convening again 
the expreſs Will of the Church of Rome : We ſhall then think that a fault, 
when you prove it belongs to that only, toſummon all Councils, Geners, 
National, and Provincial. 4. In denying the Popes Authority, or attempting 
to deprive him of it : if you ſpeak of his #ſurped Authority, you muſt prove 
Ita tault to deprive him of it, z.e. to withdraw our ſelves from obedience 
tolt, forthat is all the deprivation can be here underſtood. If you mea 
Juſt Authority, ſhew wherein it Iyes, whence hc had it, by what meanshe 
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came into it in the C:urch of Fngland, and if you can make it appear that 
he had a jult claim, it will be eatie proving them guilty of a fault who dil- 
owned it. But, Whether it were a favlt in them or no, I am ſure it is oe 
in you, tO lay ſuch things, and ſo many to our charge, and not offering to 
ive evidence for one of them. But I muſt conſider the Infallibility of 
your Church lyes in dictating, and not proving. Thus then, for any thing 
which you ſo much as ſeem to fay to the contrary, the proceedings of the 
Reformation were very regular and juſt, being built on ſufficient grounds, 
managed in a legal manner, and carried on with due moderation. Which 
are the higheſt commendations can be given to a work of Reformation ; 
abd do with the greateſt right belong to the Church of England, of any 
Church in the Chriſtian world; There remains nothing now which you 
obje&t againſt our Reformation, but ſome faults of the Keforwers ; as to 
which his Lordſhip had already faid, If any ſuch be fonnd, they are the 
crimes of the perſons, and not of the Reformation, and they are long ſince 
vane to God to anſwer it, to whom T leave them. Which Anſwer fo full of 
juſtice and modeſty, one would have —_— ſhould have been ſufficient 
for any reaſonable man 3 but you are not ſatisfied with it. For you will 
heve thoſe fanlts to come from the principles of the Reformation, and that they 
did not belong to the perſons of the Reformers, but are entailed on their $uc- 
fors. But a ſhort Anſwer will ſuffice for both theſe : ſhew us, What 
wowed principles of the Church of England tend to any real Sacriledge,be- 
fore you charge any _ of that nature, as _ from the Maxims of 
the Reformation. And it you can prove the Srcceſſors of the Reformers to 
continue in any Sacrilegiows AGions, Jet thole plead for them who will, I 
hall not ; but Icave them,as tis Lordſhip did, to anſwer ſuch things to God. 
As to the Memorandum, which his Lordſhip concludes this diſcourſe 
with, That he ſpake at that time of the General Church, as it was for the moſt 
part forced un Jer the Government of the Roman See : not doubting, but that 
# the Univerſal Catholick Church would have reformed her ſelf, had ſhe been in 
al parts freed of the Roman Toke 3, ſo,while ſhe was for the moſt in theſe Weſtern 
parts under that Toke, the Church of Rome was, if not the only, yet the chief 
binderance of Reformation : You anſwer with ſome ſtomach; By what force 
Ipray? Is it poſſible ? or, Cam it enter into the judgement of any reaſonable 
man, that a ſingle Biſhop.of no very large Dioceſe, ſhould be able by force,ts bring 
into ſubjeF10n ſo many large Provinces of Chriſtendom, as confeſſedly did ac- 
knowledge the Popes Power, when the pretended Reformation began 9 But, 
What realonable man can imagine, that a ſengle Biſhop indeed of no very 


large Djoceſe (if kept within his bounds) ſhould, in grunge of time,extend |, 
his powey ſo far as the Pope did, but by one of theſe two means, force, or 


faxd? And fince, you ſeem to be {o much difpleaſed at the former, I pray 
takethe /atter ; or rather, the conjunction of both together. For that 
there was force uſed, appears by the manifold reſiſtance which was made 
to the encroachments of the Popes power 3 and the fad complaints of the 
werpations and abuſes which were in it 3 and theſe abundantly delivered by 
Claſſical Author's of both the preſent and precedent times : and (to uſe more of 
your own words) al Eccleſiaſtical Monuments are full of them ; (o that this 
k nofalſe calumny, or bitter Paſquil (as you call it) but a very plain and evi- 
dent truth, Bat that there was likewiſe a great'deal of art, ſubtilty and 
fraud uſed in the getting, keeping, and managing the Popes power, he hath 
but a {mall »zeaſure of wit who doth not #nderſtand, and they as little of 
wrefty, who dare not confeks it. | 
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Of the Roman Churches Authority. 


The Oneſtion concerning the Church of Rome's Authorityentred upon, 
—_ Church , in Strands her ſelf, candenmms the Charch 7 Fong 
. The Pope's equality with other Patriarchs, aſſerted. The Arabick Canon; 
of the Nicene Conncil proved to be ſuppoſititious. The Polity of the Anciew 
Church diſcovered from the fixth Canon of the Council of Nice. The Right, 
of Primates and Metropolitan ſettled by it. The ſuitableneſs of the Ecch. 
ical to the Civil Government, That the Biſhop of Rome had they lj. 
mited Juriſdiction within the ſuburbicary Churches 3, as Frimate of the Rg. 
man Dzoceſe, Of the Cyprian Privileage 3 that it was not peculiar, but 
common to all Primates of Dioceſes, Of the Pope's Primacy according tothy 
Canons: how far pertinent to our —_ How far the Pope's Confirmati. 
on requiſite tonew elected Patriarchs. Of the Synodical and Communic. 
tory Letters, The teſtimonies of Petrus de Marca concerning the oye, 
Power of confirming and depoſing Biſhops. The Inſtances brought for it 
conſidered. The caſe of Athanaſius being reſtored by Julius, truly ſtated, 
The proceedings of Conſtantine in the caſe of the Donatiſt s cleared, and the 
evidence thence againſt the Pope's Supremacy. Of the Appeals of Biſhops t 
Rome, how far allowed by the Canons of the Church. The great caſe of 4- 
peals between the Roman and African Biſhops diſcuſſed. That the Appeds 
of Biſhops were prohibited, as well as thoſe of the inferiour Clergy, T.C' 
fraud in citing the Epiſtle of the African Biſhops, for acknowledging t- 
peals toRome. The contrary manifeſted fron the ſame Epiſtle to Boniface, 
and the other to Celeſtine. The exemption of the Ancient Britanick 
Churchfrom any ſubjettion to the Sec of Rome, aſſerted. The caſe of Wilfrid 
Appeal anſwered, The Primacy of England not derived ſrouz Gregory's 
Grant toAuguſtine the Monk,The Ancient Primacy of the Brit annickChurch 
20t loſt upon the Saxon Converſion. Of the ſtate of the African Churches, 
after their denying Appeals to Rome. The riſe of the Pope's Greatneſsundr 
Chriſtiaz Emperonrs. Of the Decree of the Sardican Synod, in caſe of 4): 
peals : Whether ever received by the Church : No evidence thence of the 
Pope's Supremacy. Toſimus his forgery in ſending the Sardican Canm 

inſtead of the Nicene, The weakzeſs of the pleas for it quanifeſted. 


TFT Hat which now remains to be diſcuſled in the Qzeſtzor of Schiſm,i. 
concerning the Authority of the Church and Biſhop of Rowe, Whe- 
ther that be ſolarge and extenſive, asto bind us to an univerſal ſubmiſhion, 
ſo that by renouncing of it, we violate the Unity of the Church, and are 
thereby guilty of $chiſm 2 But, before we come to a particular diſcuſſion 
of that, we muſt caſt our eyes back on the precedent Chapter, in which 
the title promiſeth us, That Proteſtants ſhould be further convinced of $chijm; 
but upon examination of it, there appears not ſo much as the ſhadow 0 
any new matter, but it wholly depends upon principles already refuted, 


and fo contains a bare repetition of what hath been abundantly anſwered 


in the firſt part. $0 your fir{t Seftion hath no more of ſtrength, than 
what lyes in your Churches Infallibility : For, when you would plead, 
That thonghthe Church of Rome be the acenſed party, yet ſhe may judge in kt 
own cauſe; you do it upon this ground, That you had alreaty proved the R0- 
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man Church to be infallible, and therefore your Church might as well condemn 
her accuſers, as the Apoſtles theirs 5, and that Proteſtants not pretending 1- 
fallibility, cannot rationally be permitted to be Accnſers and Witneſſes againſt 
theRoman Church, Now, What doth all this come to, in caſe your 
Church be not infallible, as we have evidently proved ſhe is not,in the firſt 
part 3 and that ſhe isfo far fromit, that ſhe hath moſt groſly erred,as we 
hall prove in the third part £ Your ſecond Section ſuppoſes the mat- 
ter of fact evident, That Proteſtants did contradi@ the publick Do@rine and 
lelief of all Chriſtians generally throughout the world, which we have 
ately proved to be an egregious fallity, and ſhall do more afterwards, 
The caule of the Separatiſts, and the Church of England, is vaſtly different, 
Whether wee look on the authority, cauſe, or manner of their proceed- 
ings3 and in your other Inſtances you {till beg the Queſtion, That your 
Church is our Mother-Church, and therefore we are bound to ſubmit to her 
judgement, though ſh2 be the accuſed party. But as to this whole buſineſs of 
gw Judice,nothing can be ſpoken with more lolidity and fatisfa&ion,than 
what his Lordſhip ſaith. 1f 7t be a canſe common to both, as certain it is 
tere (between the Proteſiant and Roman Church) then neither part alone 
may be Judge ;, if neither alone may judge, then either they muſt be judged 
hy a third which ſtands indifferent to both, and that is the Scripture : or if 
there be a Jealoufe or a doubt of the ſenſe of the Scripture, they muſt either 

e Expoſition of the Primitive Church, and ſubmit to that , or 
bath call and ſubmit to a General Council, which ſhall be lawfully called, and 
farly and ſicely held with indifſerency to all parties ; and that muſt judge the 
Difference according to Scripture, which muſt be their Rule as well as private 
mens. When youcither attempt to ſhew the unreaſonablenels of this, or 
ſubſtitute any thing more reaſonable inſtead of it, you may expect a fur- 
ther Anſwer to the Queſtion, £»0 Judice F as far as it concerns the diffe- 
rence between your Church, or ours. The remainder of this whole Chap- 
ter is only a repetition of ſomewhat concerning Frndamentals, and a fur- 
ther expatiating in words, without the addition of any more ſtrength from 
reaſon or authority »pox the Churches Infallibility being proved from Scri- 
ture ; which having been throughly con{idered already, and an account 
viven, not only of the meaning ot thole places (one excepted, which we 
thall meet with again) but of the reaſon, Why the ſenſe of themas to 72- 
fallibility ſhould be reſtrained to the Apoſtles, I find no ſufficient motive 
inducing we to follow you, in diſtruſting the Readers memory, and treſ- 
paſſing on his patience, ſo much as to inculcate the ſame things over and 
over, as you Co. Paſling by therefore the things already handled, and 
kaving the rcſt (if any ſuch thing appear) to a more convenient place, 
where theſe very places of Scripture are again brought upon the ſtage in 
the Queſtions of the Pope's Authority and Infallibrlity of General Conncils, 
[come to your following Chapter, in which you enter upon the YVindica- 
ton of the Roman Churches Authority. 

2, That which his Lordſhip hath long inſiſted on, and evidently prov- 
&, is, The Right which particular Churches have to reform themſelves, when 
the General Church cannot for impediments, or will not for negligence do it. 
and your Anſwers to his proofs have had their weakneſs ſufhciently laid 
open z the only thing here objected further, is, Whether 37 ſo doing parti- 
alar Churches do not condemn others of Errours in Faith? To which his 
Lordſhip anſivers, That 40 refor themſelves, and to condemn others, are two 
arferent works, unleſs it fall ont ſo. that by reforming themſelves, they " 
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by conſequence condemn any other, that is guilty in that point, in which they 


reform themſelves ; and ſo far to judge and condemn others, is not only [qy. 
ful but neceſſary. A man that lives Religionſly doth not by and by ſit in judge. 
ment,and condemm with his month all prophane livers : but yet while he x 
fitent his very life condemns them. To what end his Lordthip produceth 
this Inſtance,any one may eaſily underſtand ; but you abule it, as though 
his Lordſhip had ſaid, That Proteſtants only by their Religions lives do cop. 
demm your Church 5 and upon this run out into a ſtrange declamatiqy 
about Who the men are that live ſo Religiouſly £ They who to propagate th, 
Goſpel the better, marry wives contrary to the Canons aud bring Scripture fy 
it £ Yes ſurely, much more then they who to —_— your Chureh, eq. 
joy Concubines ; for which if they can bring ſome Canons of your Chur, 
I am ſure they can bring no Scripture for it. They who pull down Mons. 
fteries both of Religious men and women ? | ice, you are ſtill as loth topar 
them, as they are to be parted themſelves 3 but it all their /ves be ng 
more Religious then the moſt of them have been; the pulling of they 
down might be a greater a&t of Religion then living in them. They nl 
caſt Altars to the ground ? More certainly then they who worſhipped 
them. They who partly baniſh Prieſts,and partly put them to death * Or they 
who commit treaſons and do things worthy of death ? But you are doubt. 
leſs very Religious and tender-hcarted men , whoſe conſciences would 
never offer you to baniſh or put any to death for the fake of Religion ; ng 
not in Queen aries time here in England ! They who deface the very Tombs 
of Saints,and will not permit them to reſt even when they are dead? Or thes 
who profeſs to worſhip dead Saints,and martyr living ones with Fire and 
Faggot ? If this be your religions living, none who know what Religion 
means will be much taken with it. I ſhall cafily gravt that you ſtick chſ 
to the Pope, but are therein far enough from the Doctrine or lite of St.Peter. 
If any of you have exdured Sequeſtrations, Impriſonments, Death it ſelf, | 
am ſure 1t was not for any good you did ; not for the Cathelick Faith, but 
—__ will, for ſome Catholick Treaſons, fuch as would have enwrapta 
whole Nation in miſery. If this be your ſuffering perſecution for rightemſ: 
zeſs ſake, you will have little cauſe to rejoyce in your Fellow-lutferer, 
But it you had not a mind to calumniate us, and provoke us to ſpeak lad 
rruths of you, all this might have becn ſpared; for his Lordſhip only chok 
this Drſtance, to ſhew that a Church or perſon may be condenined corſ- 
quentially, which was not intentionally. But you ſay, Our Church bud 
formally condemned yours, by publick and ſolemn cenſures in the 39. Articly, 
Doth his Lordſhip deny that our Church in order to our own reformatiur 
hath condemned many 1hirgs which your Church holds ? No, but that 
our Churches main intention was to reform it ſelf; but, conſidering the cor 
ruption and degeneracy of your Church,ſhe could not do it, without con 
lequentially condemning yours : and, that ſhe did juſtly in ſo doing, ve 

are ready on all occalions to juſtific. 
But his Lordſhipasks, If one particular Church may not judge or condemn 
another, What unit then be done where particulars need reformation? To 
which his Adverlary gives a plain Anſwer, That particular Churches mp 
in that caſe (as Irenxus intimateth) have reconrſe to the Chnrch of Rot, 
which hath more powerful principality; and to her Biſhop, who is the chief I 
fteur of the whole Church, as being $t. Peters Succeſſour, &c, This is the ric 
and occaſion of the preſent Controverſie. To this his Lordſhip Anlwers, 
That it is maſt true indeed ; the Church of Rome hath had. and hath yet a” F 
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ul Principality, then any other particular Church. But ſhc hath not this 
from Chriſt. The Roman Fatriarch by was Ay conſtitutions might 
s have a Primacy of order : but for principality of power, the Patriarchs 
were 4s even, 4s equal, as the Apoſtles were before them. The truth is. this 
more powerful Principality the Roman Biſhops got under the Emperonr s, af- 
ter they became Chriſtian ;, and they uſed the matter ſo, that they grew bis 
enough to oppoſe, nay to depoſe the Emperours, by the ſame power which they had 
iven them. And after this, other particular Churches,eſpecially here in the 
weſt, ſubmitted themſelves to them for Succour and Proteions ſake. And 
this was one main cauſe that ſwel'd Rome into this mere powerful Principali- 
ty, and not any right given by Chriſt to make that Prelate, Paſtour of the whole 
charch, To this you Anlwer, That to ſay that the Roman Churches Princi- p, \g,, 
pality is not from Chriſt, is contrary to St. Auſtin and the whole Milevitan 
Comncil, who in their Epiſtle to Innocent the firſt profeſs that the Popes Antho- 
rity is grounded upon Scripture and conſequently proceeds from Chriſt, But 
whoever ſeriouſly reads and throughly conſiders OT 
that Epiſtle will find no ſuch thing as that you aim are ie Par gy ons ea 
at there. For the ſcope of the Epiſtle is to per- &irarz tne de CEE Au 
lwade Pope Tunocent to appear againſt Celeſtivs and #hwritate deprompte, facilins eos qui tam per- 
felagins ; to that end they give firſt an account of —_— Lad ts 6 
their DoCtrine, ſhewing how pernicious and contra- 
to Scripture 1t was 3 after which they tell him that Pelagizs being at 
teuſalem was like to doa great deal of miſchiet there, but that many of 
the Brethrez oppoſed him and eſpecially St. Hierow. But we, ay they, 
dſnppoſe that 1 manger the mercy of our Lord Chriſt aſſiſting you, thoſe which 
bold fach perverſe and pernicious principles may more eaſily yield by your Aus 
thority drawn out of Scripture. Where they do not in the leaft dream of 
his Authority as Univerſal Paſtor being grounded on Scripture, but of his ap- 
pearing againſt the Pelagzans with his Authority drawn our of Scripture, 
that is, to that Authority which he had in the Church, by the reputation 
of the Roman See, the Authority of the Scripture being added, which was 
ſo clear againſt the Pelagzaxs, or both theſe going together were the moſt 
probable way to ſuppreſs their Doctrine, And it hath been ſufficiently 
proved by others, by very many inſtances of the writers about that Age, 
that Authoritas was no more then __ z as particularly appears - 
many paſſages in Leo's Epiſtles, in which ſenſe no more is expreſled by this, 
than, that by the Pope's Anſwer to the Council drawn out of the Authority 
of Scripture, the Pelagians might more probably be ſuppreſied. But what 
bthis to an Univerſal Paſtorſbip given by Chriſt to him 3 any otherwile then 
to thoſe who ſat in any other Apoſtolical Sees £ 
But your great quarrel is againſt his Lordſhip, for making all the Pa- 
triarchs even and equal, as to Prixzcipality of power : and when he faith, 
Equal as the Apoſtles were, you lay, that is equivocal ; for though the Apoſtles 
bad equal juriſditFion over the whole Church, yet $t. Peter alone had juriſdi- 
Gon over the Apoſtles ;, but this is neither proved from Jo{# 21. nor 1s it 
a all clear in Aztiqaity as will appear when we come to that Subject, | 
But this aflertion of the equality of Proteſtants is lo deſtructive to your $+- 4 
pretenfions in behalf of the Church of Roxre, that you ſet your ſelf more 
particularly to diſprove it 3 which you offer to do by two things. 1. By p, 184. 
«Canon of the Nicene Conncil, 2. By the pradiſe of the ancient Church, 
You begin with the firſt of them, and tell us, That 'tis contrary to the 
Comncil of Nice, Iz the third Canon —_— which concerns the juriſdiction 
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of Patriarchs, the Authority (or Principality if you will ) of the Biſhop of Rome 
is made the Pattern, and Model of that Authority and JuriſdiGion which p,. 
triarchs were to exerciſe over the Provincial Biſhops. The words of the C any 
are theſe. Sicque przeſt Patriarcha 1is omnibus, qui ſub <jus poteſtare 
ſunt, ficut ille qui tenet ſedem Rome, caput eſt & princeps omniumP4. 
triarcharum, The Patriarch (ſay they) is 7n the ſame manner over all thy - 
that are under his Authority, as he who holds the See of Rome is head 444 
Prince of the Patriarchs. And in the ſame Canon the Pope is afterward; ſtyled 
Petro fimilis & Authoritate par, reſembling St. Peter and his equal in 4y. 
thority. Theſe are big words indeed and to your purpole,itever any ſuch 
thing had been decreed by the Council of Nice 3 but I thali evidently proye 
that this Canon is ſuppoſititiows, and a notorious piece of Forgery. Which 
forgery is much increaſed by you when you tell us, theſe words are cog. 
tained in the third Canon of the Council of Nice: Which in the Greek 
Editions of the Canons by du Tilct, and the Codex Canonum by Tuſtelly, 
and all other extant, in the Latin verſions of Dionyſius Exignus , and 
Iſfidore Mercator, is wholly againſt the ewcizo, 2.e. fuch kind of women 
which Clergy men took into their houſes,neither as wives or Concubines, yt 
under a pretext ofpiety. Inthe Arabick Edition of the Nicene Canons,ſe 
out by Alphonſus Piſanws, the third Canor is again(t the ordination either 
of Neophyti or criminal perſons, and fo likewile in that of Twrrianus, $ 
that in no Edition, whether Arabick or other,is this the third Canor of the 
Council of Nice ;, and therefore you were guilty either of great ignorance 
and negligence in ſaying fo, or of notorious fraud and impoſture if you 
knew it to be otherwiſe, and yet ſaid it that the unwary reader might 
believe this Cano to be within the 20, which are the only genuine Canon; 
of the Conncilof Nice. Indeed ſuch a Canon there is in theſe Arabick Edi- 
tions, but it is fo far from being the third, that in the Editions bothof 
Piſanus and Twrrianus 1t is the thirty ninth, and in it I grant thoſe words 
are; but yet you will have little reaſon to rejoyce in them, when have 
proved, (as I doubt not todo) that this whole farrago of Arabick Canon 
1s a meer forgery 3 and that I ſhall prove both from the true number f 
the Nicene Canons, and the incongruity of many things in the Arabick 
Canons with the State and Polity of the Church at that ti 
In thoſe Editions ſet out by Piſanus and Twrrianus from the Copy which 
they fay was we by Baptiſta Romanus from the Patriarch of Alexa: 
dria there are no tewer then eighty Canons ; whereas the Nicene Council 
never paſled above 20. Which if it appear true, that will ſufficiently di- 
cover the Forgery and Suppoſititionſneſs of theſe Arabick Canons, Now that 
there were no more then twenty genuine Canons of the Council of Nic, 
I thus prove. Firlt from Theodoret, who after he had given an account 
the proceedings in the Council againſt the Arrzans, he faith, That the Fi 
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thers met in Council again, and paſſed twenty Canini t 
relating to the Churches Polity : and Gelaſins Grice 
whom Alphonſus Piſarns (et forth with his Latin ver- k 
ſton, recounts no more then twenty Canons; the lame WW 
number is aſſerted by Nicephorns Calliſtus ;, and we 
need not trouble our ſelyes with reciting thetelt- I | 
monies of more Greek Authours, ſince Binius himlelt £ t 
confelleth that all the Greeks ſay, there were 10 t 
more then twenty Canons then determined, But a- I 4 


though certainly the Greeks were the moſt compe I 4 
e- 
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tent Judges in this caſe, yet the Latins themſelves did 
not allow of more. For although Raſfimus makes 
twenty two, yet that is not by the addition of any 
more Canons, but by ſplitting two into four. Andif 
we believe Pope Stephen in Gratian,the Roman Church 
did allow of no more then twenty. And in that 
Epitome of the Canons which TFope Hadrian ſent to 
Charles the Great for the Government of the Weſtern 
Clurches, A.D. 773. the ſame number ofthe Nicene 
Canons appears (til), And in a 48. of Hincmarns 
_ againſt Hincmarns Laudunenſts, this is not 
only aſſerted but at large contended for, that there 
were no more Canors determined at Nice, then thoſe 


Ruffin, Eccleſiaſt, hiſt. lib, 1. cap. 5. 


Viginti tantum capitula Nicane Sy10dz in 
Sanft4 Romans Eccleſia habtri, Gratian: 
diſtinR. 16, C. 20. , 


Deinde etiam 20. capitulis Nicent (oncilii 
yecitaty, communi decrets ftatuerunt Capi= 
tula 37. (ſue 39.) que ſubſequuntar, Vid. 
Juſtell. nor. in Cod. Ecclef. African. p.14+ 


Lued nox nift vigiati capitula que habermaus 
in Niceno Concilio fuerunt conſtituta. Cats 
apud Juſtell. ibid. 


twenty which we now have, from the teſtimonies of the Tripartite hiſtory, 
Rwffinus, the Carthaginian Conncil, the Epiltles of Cyrilof Alexandria, and 
Atticus of Conſtantinople, and the twelfth action of the Conucil of Chalce- 
der. So that if both Greeks and Latins lay true, there could be no more 
then twenty genuine Cazons of the Conncil of Nice; which may be yet 
further proved by two things, 2iz. the proceedings of the African Fa- 
ters in the caſe of Zoſpmns about the Nicene Canons and the Codex Caronum 
Fucleſie Univerſe, both which yield an abundant teſtimony to our pur- 
pole, IF everthere was a juſt occaſion given for anearly and exatt ſearch 
no the authentick Canors of the Conncil of Nice, it was certainly in that 
nand Debate between the African Fathers and the Roman Biſhops in the 
aſe of Appeals, For Zoſtemms challenging not only a right of Appeals to 
timſelf, but a power®f diſpatching Legats unto the African Churches to 
hear cauſes there, and all this by vertue of a Canon in the Nicexe Council, 
and this being delivered to them in Council by Faxſtinus, Philippus, and 
Aellus whom Zoſimms ſent into Africa, to negotiate this affair 5 no ſooner 
did they hear this, but they were ſtartled and amazed at it, that ſuch a 
thing ſhould be challenged by vertue of a Canon in the Corncil of Nice 
which they had never heard of before, Upon this they declare them- 
{ves willing to yield to what ſhould appear to be determined by the 
Nicene Canons; thence they propound that a more exact ſearch might be 
made into the authentical Copies of them : for they profeſs no ſuch thing 
atall to appear, in all the Greek copies which they had among them; al- 
though Cacil;arms the Biſhop of Carthage were preſent in the Council of Nice 
and brought home thoſe Copics which were preſerved in the Church of 
Africa, For in all the ſubſcriptions of the Nicene Conncil, whether Arabick 
or others, the name of C2c:{zan appears: now Cecilian was immediate Pre- 
deceſlor in Carthage to Aurelins who preſided in that Council wherein 
theſe things were debated; And there it is expreſly ſaid, There were but £94, (=. 


twenty Caons, But in order to further fatisfaCtion, they decree that a 
meſſage ſhould be ſent on purpoſe to Conſtantinople, Antioch, and Alexan- 


Eccleſ Afric; 
p: 5s. 


driato find out the authentick Copies of the Nicere Canons, and after a 
moſt diligent ſearchno more Canons could be found then what the Africar: 
Fathers kad before. And thence inthe Epiſtle of Atticus of Conſtantinople 
written to the Conncil of Carthage, he acquaints them that he according to 


their defire had ſent them the true and ins) po Canons (4 xg) of 
the Njcezze Conncil, And to the fame purpoſe Cyril the Patriarch of A- p. 363. 


Codex C1n0?. 


kxandria mentioning their deſires of having «>»26arz Im the moſt true and 
aMthentick copies out of the Archives of that Church, lo he tells them he had 
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ſent (= matmla oz wa # auN&y]inhs oavid's f 9 77 Nitahor me) the moſt faithful copies 
of the authentick, $ynod of Nice. Now if there had been any ground in 
the world for Twrriamns his conjecture, that the Nicere Canons were tran- 


ix canon, Arab. (]ted into Arabick by Alexander who was preſent at the Conncil, for the 


Benefit of thoſe in Pextapolis or Xgypt who only underſtood that 1an- 
guage,(and that before the Nicene Canons were burnt, of which Athanaſys 
complains): who was more likely to have found out theſe Arabick Canons 
then Cyril the Patriarch of Alexandria upon this occaſion eſpecially, when 
the full and authentick Copies were ſo extreamly defired 2 And fince ng 
ſuch thing at all appeared then, upon the moſt diligent inquiry, What cap 
be more evident, then that theſe eighty Arabick Canons are the impoſture 
of ome latter age? Beſides,if theſe Canons had been genuine and auther- 
tick, what imaginable reaſon can be given why they were not inſertedin 
the Codex Canonum as theother twenty were ? For,as Jacobus Leſchaſſerias 
well obſerves,we are not to imagine that the Ancient Church was govern- 

ed at Kandomeby looſe and diſperſed Canors,where- 


Conſu!tatio de Controverſ, inter Paul. 5: & by it had been an caſte matter to have foiſted infalſe 


Rempub. Venti 
Tom. 3- Þ. 444« 


Duonambac 
2gnoraſſe wa- 


On a ſuppoſititious Canons; but that there was a cer- 


tain body and collection of them digeſted into an 
exact order ; ſothat none could add to or take away any thing fromit: 
and whatever Canons were not contained in this body had no poweror 
force at all inthe Chxrch. And that there was luch a Codex Carorum, that 
learned Perſon hath abundantly proved from the Council of Chalcedon, 
which hath many paſlages referring to it ; ſo that there is now no queſti- 
on made, but that which Jaſte//zs publiſhed is the ggue collection of thoſe 
Canons of the Univerſal Church which were inſert&d into the Codex; in 
which we find but only the twenty Camons of the Nicene Conncil;, and 
that there could poſlibly be no more, appears by the number of the Canms 
as they arereckoned in the Conncil of Chalcedon. From whence it follows 
that only theſe twenty Canons were ever own'd by the Univerſal Church; 
for had the Fathers of the Church known of ſo many other Canons of the 
Nicene Council, (as furely at leaſt the Patriarchs of Al:-xandria could not 
be 1gnorant of them if there had been any ſuch) can we poſiibly think that 
thoſe who had ſo great a Yereration for the Niceme Conncil, thould have 
left the far greater part of the Canons of it, out of the Code of the Churctes 
Canons F I am not 1gnorant of what is objefted by Binins, Belarmin, and 
others,to prove that there were more then twenty Cazo7zs of the Counc 
of Nice ; but thoſe proofs either depend upon things as ſuppoſrtitions as 
the Arabick Canons themlelves, ſuch as the Epiſtles of Julins and Athanaſw 
ad Marcum ;, or elſe they only prove that ſeveral other things were de- 
termined by the Nicere Council as concerning the celebration of Eaſter, 
rebaptizing Hereticks, and ſuch like, which might be by the A&- ot tlc 
Council without putting them into the Canons,as Baroins confeſleth ; but 
there cannot be any evidence brought of any Canon which concerned the 
Churches Polity (for about that Theodoret and Nicephborns tell us the Canon 
were made) which was not among theſe twenty. So that it appears that 
theſe Arabick Canons are a meer forgery of later times, there _ 
evidence at all that they were known tothe Church in all the time ofthe 


jores viſt ſunt, four General Councils : and therefore Baronins, (notwithſtanding the 
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controverſia in 


Eccleſia Afri- 


pretences of Piſanus and Tarrianns from the Alexandrian Copy,and that out 
of Marcellus his Library, yet) ſince theſe Canons were unknown in the 


cank, de iis mentio niceſſaria incubuiſſet ; hec libentins aliis diſſerenda relinguemus. Baron, ad, An, 325. parag. 19h 
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Controverſie of the African Church about the Nicene Canons, leaves the 


Patronage of them to ſuch as might be able to defend them. And Sponda- 


xs: in his contraction of him,(though in his'marginal 
note he faith, Barons was ſometimes more inclinable 
to the inlarged number of the Nzcene Canons) yet he 
relates it as his poſitive opinion, that he rejected all 
but the twenty, whether Arabick or other as ſpuri- 
ousand ſuppoſititious. You ſee then what a fair 
choice you have made of the third Canon of the 
Comncil of Nice to prove the ſuperiority of the Pope 


over other Patriarchs by 5 when neither is it the 


Luamobrem quod is epiftela quidam Marci 
nomine 70. recenſeantur.—q'0dg Tarrie 
anus profiteatur 80, inventss Arabica lin- 
gud Scriptor,Latinitate ſe dowdſſe=--quoniam 
hec emwa ſcripta quibus ingens ile mumerns 
Cmonum ftabilitar, prorſus incerte vel pe= 
tus nullins ſunt fide ; nec aliqum Knquam 
probatus antiquitatis auto” ampiiis quam 
20, Cazones Nicene Synodi agnoviſſe repe- 
riatur, certeros ab alvs aſſertos libentius rejict= 
mus. Spondan, Epitom, Baron. ad A. 335, 
n, 43» 


third Canon, nor any Canon at all of the Council of 
Nice, but a ſpurious figment like thoſe of I#dore Mercator, who thought 


all would paſs for gold which made for the Intereſs of the Church of 


ome. 

But were there not ſuch a ſtrong and pregnant evidence from authority 
to make it appear that theſe Canons were ſuppoſititions, yet the incongrut- 
ty of them, with the ſtate of the Church at that time would abundantly 
manifeſt it, if we had time to compare many of thole Canons with it. But 
that which is moſt material to our purpoſe, concerning the equality of the 
Patriarchs, your following words will put us upon a further enquiry into. 
This alſo, ſay you (viz. That the Pope was head and Prince of all the Patri- 
achs ) the prattiſe of the Church ſhews, which is alwayes the beſt expoſitor and 
aſertor of the Canons. For not only the Popes confirmation was required to 
al new eleFed Patriarchs., but it belonged likewiſe to hin: to depoſe unvorthy 
ones, and reſtore the unjuſtly depoſed by others. We read of no leſs then eight 
ſeveral Patriarchs of Conſtantinople depoſed by the Biſhop of Rome. Sixtus 
the third depoſed alſo Polychronius Biſhop of Hieruſalem,os his Ads ſet down 
in the firſt Tome of the Conncils teſtifie, On the contrary, Athanaſius Patri- 
ach of Alexandria, and Paulus Biſhop of Conſtantinople, were by Julius the 
fiſt reftored to their reſpeFive Sees having been unjuſtly expelled by Hereticks, 
Ike ſame might be ſaid of divers others ;, over whom the Pope did exerciſe the 
like authority : which he conld never have done, upon any other ground, then 
that of Divine Right, and as being generally acknowledged $t. Peters Suc- 
ſour in the Government of the whole Church. Three things I ſhall return 
you in Anſwer to this Diſcourſe. 1. That the pradiſe of the Church doth 
wt ſhew any ſuch inequality as you contend for between the Pope and other Pa- 
triarchs. 2. That no ſuch pradiſe of the Church can be proved from the in- 
ſtances by you brought ; And therefore, laſtly, it by no means follows that the 
Pope exerciſed any ſuch authority by Divine right, or was acknowledged tobe 
St, Peters Succeſſour in the Government of the whole Church.l begin with the 
practice of the ancient Chxrch, which is ſo far from being an evidence of 
luch an inequality of Patriarchs as that you contend for, that nothing doth 
more confirm that which his Lordſhip ſaith concerning the equality, of them 
then that doth. For which we appeal to that famous teltimony to this 
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P. 184, 


N5col. Pap. 0p. 
ad Michael. 
Imperat: 


Zorn 1(.340.7; 


purpoſe in the fixth Caron of the Nzcene Council, Let 
acient cuſtomes prevail ;, according to which, let the 
diſbopof Alexandria have power over them who are in 
Epypt, Libya , and Pentapolis 3 becanſe this was 
bkewiſe the cuſtome for the Biſhop of Rome. And ac- 
wordingl in Antioch and other Provinces, let the pri- 
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viledges be preſerved to the Churches, Which Canonis the more remark- 


able 
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able, becauſe it is the firſt that ever was made by the ancient Church oy 
regulating the rights and priviledges of Churches over each other 5 which 
there was like to be now more conteſt about, not only by reaſon of the 
Churches liberty under Conſtantine, but becaule of the new diſpoſition of 
the Empire by him, which was made not long before the fitting of the 
Conncil of Nice. But the particular occaſion of this Canor is generall 
ſuppoſed to be this. Aeletivs an ambitious Biſhop in Xggpt, much about 
the time that Arrizs broached his Hereſic at Alexandria, takes upon him 
to ordain Biſhops and others in Zgypt, without the conſent of the Biſhyp of 
Alexandria. This caſe being brought before the Nicene Fathers, th 
pronounce theſe ordinations zl, depolſe Meletins, and, to prevent thelike 
practiſes for the future, do by this Caron confirm the ancicnt cuſtoms of 
that nature in the Church ;, ſo that the Biſhop of Alexandria ſhould enjoy 
as full right and power over the Provinces of Zgypt, Libya. and Pentapolis, 
as the Biſhop of Kore had over thoſe fubject to him, as likewife Aztiorþ 
and other Churches ſhould enjoy their former priviledges. Where we 
plainly ſee that the ground of this extent of power 1s not attributed tg 
any Divine right of the Biſhop of Rome, or any other Afetropohtan, but ty 
the ancient cuſtome of the Church 5 whereby it had obtained that fach 
Churches that were deduced (as it were ſo many colonies )trom the Mother. 
Church, ſhould retain ſo much reſpect to and depencience upon her, as not 
to receive any Bop into them without the conſent of that Bi//op who 
governed in the Metropolis. Which was the prime reaſon of the ſubor. 
dination of thoſe lefler Churches to the Metropolis : And this cuſtome he- 
ing drawn down frum the firſt plantation of Churches, and likewiſe much 
conducing to the preſerving of xity in them, theſe Nicene Fathers lawns 
reaſon to alter it, but mmch to confirm it. For otherwiſe, there might 
have been continual bandying and oppoſition of leffer Biſhops and 
Churches againſt the greater ; and therefore the Diſcipline and Vnityof 
the Church did call for this ſubordination z which could not be better 
determined then by the ancient cuſtome which had obtained in the lever- 
al Churches, It being found molt convenient that the Churches intheir 
ſubordination ſhould be moſt agreeable to the civil d:ſfoſetion of the Em- 
pire. And therefore tor our better underſtanding the torce and effect of 
this Niceve Canon, we mult caſt our cyc a little upon the civil diſfoſiticnot 
the Roman Empire by Conſtantine, then lately altered from the former 
diſpoſition of it under Azgnſtus and Adrian, He therefore diſtributed 
the adminiſtration of the Government of the Rowan Empire under tour 
Prefedi Pretorio;, but for the morc convenient management of it, the 
whole body of the Expire was calt into ſeveral Juriſdi&ions containing 
many Provinces within them which were in the Law call'd Dieceſes ; over 
every one of which there was appointed a Yzcarins, or Lieutenant, to one 
of the Prafe#i Iretorio, whole reſidence was in the chief City of the 
Dioceſe, where the Preterinn was,and juſtice was adminiſtred to all within 
that Dzoceſe, and thither appeals were made. Under theſe were tho 
Proconſuls or Correfores who ruled in the particular Provinces ; and had 
their reſidence in the Metropolis of it, under whom were the particular 
Magiſtrates of every City ; now according to this diſpoſition of the Empire, 
the Weſtern part of it contained in it ſeven of theſe Dzoceſes, as, under the 
PrefetFus Pretorio Galliarur, was the Dioceſe of Gaul, which contained 
ſeventeen Provinces ; the Dioceſe of Britain, which contained five, (after- 


wards but three in Conſtantines time) the Dioceſe of Spain, ſexen, Under 
the 
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the prefeFs Pretorio Ttalie, was the Dioceſe of Africa, which had fix Pro- 
vinces,the Dioceſe of 1taly, whoſe ſeat was Afilan,7. the Dioceſe of Rome,1o, 
Under the PrefeFns Pretorio Iyrici, was the Dioceſe of Wyricunt,in which 
were ſeventeen Provinces, In the Eaſterz Diviſion, were the Dioceſe of 
Thrace, which had fix Provinces, the Dioceſe of Pontus 11. and fothe Dio» ,N 
eſe of Aſia, the Oriental (properly ſo called) wherein Antioch was, 15. 
all which were under, the Prefe@us Pretorio Orientis ; the #gyptian Dio- 
eſe, which had fix Provinces, was under the Prefe@us Augyſtalis; in the 
time of Theodoſtxs the elder, Iyricum was divided into two Dioceſes, the 
Eiftern, whoſe Metropolis was Theſſalonica, and had eleven Provinces, the 
WHefern, whoſe Metropolis was Syrminmr, and had fix Provinces, Accord- 
ingto this diviſion of the Empire, we may better underſtand the Affairs 
and Government of the Church, which was model'd much after the ſame 
way 3 unleſs where Ancient cuſtom, or the Exzperonr's edi@, did caule any 
variation. For as the Cities had their Biſhops , fo the Provinces had 
their Arch-Biſhops, and the Dioceſes their Primates, whole Juriſdiction 
extended as far as the Dioceſedid ; and as the Conventus Juridici were kept 
inthe chief City of the Dzoceſe for matters of Civil Judicature, lo the chief 
__— Conncils for the affairs of the Church, were to be kept there 
too; for which there is an expreſs paſlage in the Codex of Theodoſems, 
whereby care is taken, That the ſame conrſe ſhould be 


” "— ht... LA 


© Ho TY wp” CY war ST” a Vo= V» 


 - 


ed in Eccleſiaſtical, which.was in civil matters: ſo that 
ub things which concerned them ſhould he heard in the 
gods of the Dioceſe, Where the word Dioceſe is 


Codex Theodoſ. de Epiſcop, 1, 13. 

Oui mos eſt canſaram civilium, uden i* 
negotin Eccleſaſticis obtineads ſunt, ut, (6 
qua ſunt —ad religionis abſervantiam pri 


not uſed in the ſenſe the 4fricar Fathers uſed it in,for 
that which belonged to one Bi/hop(as it is now uſed) 
but as it is generally uſed inthe Codex of Theodoſeus and Juſtinian, and the 
Novelfs and Greek Canons; for, that which comprehends in it many Prg- 
vinces, as a Province, takes in ſeveral Dioceſes of particular Biſhops, 
Theſe things being premiſed, we may the better underſtand the ſcope 
of the Canon of the Conncil of Nice; in which three things are to our pur- 
conſiderable 3 1. That it ſuppoſeth particular bounds and limits ſet 
to the JuriſdiFion of thoſe who arc mentioned in it. 2, That what Churches 


dis audiantur, 


didenjoy priviledges before this Council had them confirmed by this Canon, 


tizentia, locis ſuis &> X ſua diaciſ.0s Syno- 


F. 5. 


25not to be altered, 3. That the Churches enjoying thele priviledges were 


not ſubordinate to each other. 


1. That particular bonds and limits were ſuppoſed to the power of 
thoſe Chyrches therein mentioned. + For, although we grant that this Ca- 
x doth not fix or determine, What the bounds were of the Roman 
Zibops power, yet that it doth ſuppoſe that it had its bounds, is apparent 

the example being drawn from thence for the /imrits of other 
Churches, For, What an unlikely thing is it, that the Church of Koxre 
ſhould be mage the _—_— for aſligning the /i-rits of other 1etropolitare 


Churches, if that ha 


not its known /irits at that time? And, Can any 


thing be more abſurd or unreaſonable, than the Anſwer which Be//armin 


gives to this place, That the Biſhop of Alexandria 
oght to govern thoſe Provinces, becauſe the Roman 
Biſhop bath ſo accuſtomed, i. e. ſaith he, To let the 
dlexandrian Biſhop govern them, Here is an id eſt 
with a witneſs, What will not theſe men break 
trough, that can ſo confidently obtrude ſuch mon- 

ous interpretations upon the credulous world 


LH uarta igitur & vera exptfitio eſt, Alex - 
andrinum debere gubernare illas provinc.tn, 
quia Romana Eprſcopm it.t con; nevity'd oft 
quia Roman'ss Epiſcopus ante omnem £0 1- 
liorum definitionem conſueut permttere 
Epifſcsps Alexandring regimen Ag yotis Lis 
bye & Pen'apo'is. Bellarm. de Run. ont, 
& $. & he : 
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Is it poſſible to conceive when the Canon makes ule of the parallel of the 
Roman Biſhop, and makes that the ground why the Biſhop of Alexandria 
ſhould enjoy full power over thoſe Provinces,becauſe the Biſhop of Rome did þ: 
that the meaning ſhould be, That he gave the Biſhop of Alexandria power to 
govern thoſe Provinces'? They who can belicve fuch things, may eafily ging 
arguments for the Pope's nnlimited Supremacy every where, I - no 
ſcruple to grant what Bel/armin contends for, from the Epiſtle of Nj. 
laus 1, That the Conncildid not herein aſſign /zmrits to the Church of Roy, 
but made that a pattern whereby to order the Government of Other 
Churches. And from thence it is ſufficiently clear to any reaſonable mar 
that the limits of her Government were, though not aſligned, yet ſuppo- 
ſed by the Council, For otherwiſe, How abſurd were It to lay, Tet th 
Bifhop of Alexandria govern Xgypt,Libya,and Pentapolis, becauſe the Biſhop 
of the Church of Rome hath no limits at all, but governs the whole Church; 
Uoth not #n ew%; import ſome parallel cuſtom in the Church 
Rome, and name therefore what that is, ſuppoſing he hath no limits ſet, 
his JariſdiFron £ Tes, 1t may be you will reply, He had limits as a Meir. 
politan, but not 4s Head of the Church, Grant me then, that he had limits 
as Metropolitan, and then prove you, that ever he had any unlimite 
power acknowledged as Head of the Church, Would they ever have made 
ſuch an inſtance in him, without any diſcrimination of hisſeveral capacitie, 
if they had known any other power that he had, but only as a Metropolj- 
tan? Nay, might not the Biſhops of Antioch, and Alexandria, be rather 
ſuppoſed to have the greater power, becauſe their Provinces were much 
larger here than his. And although Be/armiz uſeth that as his great ar 
gument, Why Ruffinws his expoſition cannot hold, Becauſe the Biſby if 
Rome would | os a leſſer Dioceſe affigned him, than either the Biſhops of kt- 
tioch, or Alexandria 3 yet when we confider, What hath been fra alres- 
dy of the agreement of the Civil and Eccleſtaſtical Government, a ſufficient 
account may thence be given of it. For as the Prefetwus Auguſt alis had all 
the Provinces of Zgypt for his Dioceſe,lo had the Biſhop of Alexandriazand, 
as the Lieutenant of Antioch had that which was properly called the Orien, 
containing fifteen Provinces under him, ſo had the Biſhop of Antioch; and 
by the ſame proportion, the power of the Biſhop of Rome did correſpond to 
the Dioceſe ok the Roman Lieutenant, which was over thoſe ten Province, 
which were ſubject to his JuriſdiFion, as it was diſtin 'from the Dioce 
of Italy, which was under that Lieutenant, whoſe reſidence was at Milm, 
Here we ſee then a parity of reaſon inall of them : and therefore I cannet 
but think that the true account of the Swburbicary Churches in Ruſſm 
his expoſition of this Cano, is, that which we have now ſet down, 1. 
thoſe Charches which lay within the ten Provinces ſubject to the Roma 
Lieutenant, But of them more afterwards. That which I now infiſt on, 
is, that the BiſÞop of Rome had then a [amited JuriſdiFion, as other Metro 
politans and Primats had. Nay, if we ſhould grant that the #itle prod 
ced by Paſchaſimnws in the Council of Chalcedon to this Canon, were not ſuch 
a forgery as that of Zoſexrns, yet the moſt that it could prove,was only this, 
That the Komar Church had alwaies the primacy within her Dioceſe, 1.t. 
all Metropolitical power ;, but not that it had an limited primacy in the 
whole Church, which was a thing none of thoſe Fathers who lived in tht 
time of the four Conncils, did ever acknowledge; but alwaies op 
any thing tending to it, as appears by thoſe very proceedings of Paſchaſmn 
at the Conncil of Chalcedon, and by the Canons of that Council, and of - 
Count! 
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Council of Conſtantinople. And it is a rare Anfwer to ſay, That thoſe Canons 

are not allowed by the Roman Church ;, for by that very Anſwer it appears, 

that.they did oppoſe the Pope's Swprexzacy , or elſe doubtleſs they would 

have been allowed there. But that the Pope's Metropolitical Power was con- 

fned within the Roman Dioceſe, lo as not to extend to the Ttalick,we have 

this pregnant evidence, that irappears by the occaſion of the Nicere Ca- 

non, that the main Power conteſted tor, was that of Ordination; and it is 

evident by Theodoret and Syneſtus his Epiſtles, that the Biſhop of Alexandria mar ags 
did retain it as his due by virtue of this Caroz, to ordain the Biſhops of Pen- Syncſ. ep. ad 
tapolis as well av. #gypt. But now the Biſhop of Rome did not ordain the —_ 
Ziſlop of Milan who was in the 1talick Dioceſe ;, for S. Ambroſe was ordain- 

ed Biſhop by a $znod of Italy at the appointment of the Emperour Valent- 

nian, and by an Epiſtle of Pelagizs 1. A.D. 555. it appears that the Biſhops 

of Aquileia and Milar, were wont to ordain each other ; which, though 

he would have believed, was only to ſave charges in going to Rome ; yet 

asthat /earrmed and ingenuous perſon Petr#s de Marci obſerves, the true 

reaſon of it, was, becauſe Milan was the Head of the eo 

Italick Dioceſe, as appears by the Council of Aquileia, oa ny —_——_— wy a_—_ 
and therefore the ordination of the Biſhop. of Aquileia, Jealice, ut conſtu ex Conlie Aquileienſs, 
did of right belong to the Biſhop of Milan; and the or- erdinatio Mecropolite Aquileienſs ad Fpi 
dination of the Biſhop of Milan did belong to him of i" - mann mrped rs are 
Aquileia, as the chief Metropolitan of the general Sy- ad Aquileienſem Epiſcopum, qudd primus 
wd of the Ttalick Dioceſe. Although afterwards the 9 inter M tropo/utanos Synodi Generali 


D: @ceſcos 1talice.Perrus de Marci de Con- 


— — 


biſhops of Rome got it lo far into their hands, that «cord. Sacerdor. & 1mp. 1.6, c.4, ſeR. 7. 


their conſent was neceflary for ſuch an ordination, 


= was only when they began more openly to encroach upon the li- Ibid. {:8. 8. 


ies of other Churches, But, as the ſame learned Author goes on, thoic 
Provinces Which lay out of Ztaly, did undoubtedly ordain their own Aſc- 
tropolztarrs, without the authority or conſent cf the Biſhop of Rowe, which 
he there largely proves of the African, Spaniſh, and French Churches, It 
follows then from the ſcope of the Niceme Canon, and the practice of the 
Church, that the Biſhop ef Rews had a limited Juriſdiction, as the Biſhops 
of Alexandria, and Antioch, and other Primates had. 

2. That what Churches did enjoy priviledges before. had them confirmed by 
this Canon, as net to be altered, For it makes proviſion againſt any ſuch 
alteration , by ordaining that the ancient Cuſtoms thould be in force 
{till, And accordingly we find it decreed in the ſecond Canon of the Con- 
fantinopolitan Council, That the ſame limits of Dioceſes ſhould be obſerved, 
phich were decreed in the Council of Nice 3 and that none ſboult-intride to 
do any thing in the Dioceſes of others, And by the carneſt and vehement 
Epiſttes of Pope Leo to Anatolizs, we ſee the main thing he had to plead 
wainſt the advancement of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople was, that by this 
means the mroft ſacred Decrees of the Conncil of Nice would be violated. We 
kethen, that thoſe priviledges which belonged to Churches then, ought 
[till to be inviolably obſerved; ſo that thoſe Churches which then had Pri- 
mates and Hetropolitans of their own, might plead their own right by vir- 
weotthe Nicerre Camomw. So we find it decreed in that Conncil of Epbeſat 
the famous caſe of the Cyprian Biſhops fer their Actropolitan bein 


F.C 


dad (Troilus the Biſhop of Conſtance) the Bijhop of Antioch pretended that cont Fry. 


t delonged to him toordain their Mectropolitar, becaule Cyprus was with- 
the civil Juriſdiction of the Dioceſe of Ant:och; upon this the Cyprian 
5 makethcir complaint to the Gezeral Conmczl at Epheſus, and ground 
Eee It 
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it upon that ancient cuſtom which the Nicene Canon infifts on, viz, tha 

their Metropolitan had been exempt fromthe Juriſdiion of the Fiſtop 

Antioch, and was ordained by a Synod of Cyprian Biſhops; which priviledge 

was not only confirmed to them by the Epheſime Council, but a general de. 

cree paſled, That the rights of every Province ſhould be preſerved whole an} 

inviolate, which it had of ol4 according to ancient y. 

"EFe Tim Th 531% % a__y on ftom. Which was not a decree made meerly in ;. 
Re ork phe, J\ra19 8& VOUr of the Cyprian Biſheps, but a common allertiy 
Y = dvoly wml T5 macs Hear the rights of Metropolitans, that they ſhould be held 
GJos, Concil. Epheſ. Can 8, in ear. vers 5pyigl te, Now therefore it appears, that all (5 
Binii ante Canones haberur, Tom,z. Cen- Churches th far tr bei y : = 
cil, Part. 3» AR 7+ p+ 426, urches then were Iar Irom being under one of the 
three Patriarchs,of Rome,Antioch, or Alexandria; fy 
not only the three Dzoceſes of Portws, Aſta, and Thracia, were EXEmpt Al 
though afterwards they voluntarily ſubmitted to thePatriarch of Conſtanti 
zople) but likewiſe all thoſe Chxrches which were in diſtinCt Dioceſes from 
theſe, had Primates of their own, who were independent upon any the; 

Upon which account it hath not only been juſtly pleaded in behalf of the 

Britannick Churches, that they are exempt from the Juriſdiction of the kg. 

»1an Biſhop ; but it is ingenuoutly confelicd by F4. 


1nſula autem Briton geviſc Ld do _ ther Barns, That the Britannick, Church might ple 
- . £ t P11. its At7TATC WJ. - eo! { Wo * . R . X ” _ , 
vilegio yp ut amen privilegiam eſs abo= Fe Cyprian priviledge, that it was ſubje@ to no Pe 


litum olim fuit bellorum tumultibus & vt riarch, And, altheugh this priviledge was taken amy 

P » 4 . d 4 
roeaſu f  _— _= _ by force and tunult, yet being reſtored by the conſent of 
pacifice preſeriptum z videtur pacis ergs re- the Kingdom, in Henry 8. time, and quietly enjoyed 


tin'ri dehere, [#6 4:[pendio Cathol:caſm', &+ ſence, FI, ought tobe retained for peace ſake, without pre- 


abſg, Sc Fn. 1216 alli us ng:4 Barns Catho- 
lico-Romanus 


Pacificus MS. ſe&. 3: Judice of Catholiciſm, and the brand of Schiſm. I 6, 
certainly it can be no Schiſzz, to withdraw from the 

uſurped Authority of the Roman Church, But , thele things have been 

more largely inlilted on by others, and therefore I pals them over, 

2. From thence it follows, that there was then an equality, not only 
among the Patriarchs (whole name came not up till ſome time after the 
Conncil of Nice) but among, the leveral Przzates of Dzoceſes, all enjoyi 
equal power and authority over their reſpective Dioceſes,without ſubord:- 
nation to each other. But here it is vehemently pleaded by ſome, who 
yet are no Friends to theunlimited power of the Koman Eiſhop, That it it 
hardly conceivable, that he ſhould have no other power in the Church,but meer- 
ly as Head of the Roman Droceſe, and that it appears by the Aft of the Churt 
he had a regular prehemnnence above others in ordering the Affairs of tit 
Church. To which antwer, 1. Itthis be granted, it is nothing at all to 
that Univerſal Paſtorſhip over the Church, which our Adverſaries contend 
for, as due by dive right, and acknowiedged to beſo by conſent of the Church, 
Let the Biſhop of Rowe tlien quit his former plea, and infiſt only on this, 
and we ſhall ſpeedily return an Anſwer, and thew, How far this Canonical 
Primacy did extend. Bit, as long as he challengeth a Supremacy upon 
other grounds, he fortcirs this rzgþt, whatever it 1s, which comes by the k 
Canons of the Church, 2. What meerly comes by the Canons of the Church, i 
cannot bind the Churchto an abſolute ſubmiſton,in caſe that authority be I ; 
abuſed to the Churches apparent prejudice. For the Churchcan nevergive | ; 
away her Power to ſecure her {elf againſt whatever incroachments tend | | 
to the z#jwury of it. This power then may be reſcinded by the parts of the } 
Church, when it tends to the miſchicf of it. 3. This Canonical prehemt- 
aexceisnot the main thing we diſpute with the Church of Rome 3 - her 

rerorm 
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reform her ſelf from all thoſe errours and corruptions which are in hcr 
communion, and reduce the C/zrch to the primitive purity and ſtmplict- 
ty of F aith and Worlhip, and then ſee if we will quarrel with the Prinra- 
cy of the Biſhop of Rome, according to the Canons, or any regular prehc- 
minence in him mecrly in order to the Churches Peace and Unity, But 
this is not the caſe between us and them,they challenge an unlimited power, 
and that by divine rigkt, and ncthing elſe will ſatishe them but this, al- 
though there be neither any ground in Scriptare for it, nor any evidence 
of it in the pradice of the Ancient Church, 

But however, we muſt fee, what you produce for it; Firit, you ſay, 
The Pope's Confirmation was required to all new elefed Pairiarchs, To that 
[ſhall return the full and ſatistactory Anfwer of the 


hte renowned Arch-Biſl.op of Paris, Petrus de Marcs, 0d ad Patriarchas attinet, reſpoxderi po- 


teft, Confirmationem tHam no1 «(ſe fignum (its 


where he propounds this as an Objcction out of Bars- 
nivs, and thus ſolves it ; That the confirmation of Pa- 
triarchs by the Biſhop of Rome, was 10 token of Ju- 
riſdition, but only of receiving into Communion, and 


riſdictiours, ſed tantum ſuſceptionts in come 
munionem, & teſtimonivm quo conſtavat, 
ſummam Pont: ficem conſeative conſtc/at.o 4 
jan perafte. Perrus de Marci de Concoid, 
cSacerder, & Imper.l 6.c 5. ſc. 2, 


ateſtimony of tis conſent to the conſecration already 
performed. And this was no more than was done by 
other Biſhops mn reterence to the Biſhop of Rome liim- 


ſelf; for S. Cyprian writing to Artonianus about the 


g Fatt us rt autem_ Cornelius Epi ſorhus de Brb 


cection of Cornelius. ſaith, That he was no: only C:0- = wo ge fea —— 
(en by the ſuſſrage of the people, and teſtimony of the juffiig'n, & de Sucerdotwsn actiquonm & 
Ckrey; but that his cledion was cenfirmed by al their #149 1m wtroram Cole gia ——Cum Faoans 
. 4 ucts vicarety quan accupats de Dei y0luntare 
anſent, May not you then as well fay, That the ©. own noſtrim corſertione Firm:to. 
Zjbop of Carthage had power over the Biſhop of Cyprian. ep. 52. p. 75. cd. Rigalr, 
Rome, becaulc his ordination was confirmed by him, 
and other Aſ#icar Biſheps. But any one who had 
underſtood better than you ſeem to do, the pro- 
cedings of the Church in thole ages, would never 
have made this an argument of the Fope's Authority 
over other Patriferchs, lince, as the ſame Petrus de 
Marca obſerves, It was the cuſtorr in thoſe times, that not only the Patriarchs 
but the Roman Bifbop himſelf upon their e/efFion, were wort to ſend abroad 
letters, teſtifying their ordination, to which was added a profeſſzon of Faith- 
contained in their Synodical Epijiles, Upon the receipt of which, Com- 
wicatory Letters were lent tothe perſon newly ordained, to teſtihe their 
Communion with him, in caſe there were no jult impediment produced. So 
that this was only a matter of Fraternal Communien,and importing nothing 
at all of Jariſdi&ion; but the Biſhops of Rowe, who were ready to make ule 
dfall occaſions to advance their own Grardexr, did in time make ule of 
this for quite other ends, than it was primarily intended; tor, in cafe of 
ay fulpicions and jealouſics of any thing that might tend to the dil-lervice 
oftheir See, they would then deny their Communicatory Letters as S1mpli- 
as did in the caic of the SY of Alexandria. And in that Confirma- 
ton of Aatolizs by Leo 1. which Baronixs ſo much infiſts on, Leo himlelf 
faves a ſufficient account of it, viz. to manifeſt that 
there was but one entire Communion among them 
throughout the world, So that if the Pope's own judge- 
ment may be taken,this Confirmation of ncw elected 
Pariarchs imported nothing, of Juriſdi@ on, But, in 
alethe Popes did deny their Commnicatery Letters, that did not pre- 
Eee 2 lenly 


Luippe uſu receptum erat pry illus tempeſt t= 
tes, ut Patriarche, &> aſe ettam Romanas 
Von'ifex recens eleftus, litcras de ſd ordi- 
rnatione putterent 5 quibus adtdebatey prefeſ- 
ſro fides 12 Syaodic's eorum Epiſfo/ts cone 
{ci1pta, Peirus de Marci, ib, 


u per totum milndum una nobis fit unas 
Comminions inligrtias, in qud ſocieraremn 
tus d:leftionts ampletiimar, geſtorum que 
ſumpſimss [erien, necefarus munitam [ul 
ſcription bus approbamus. Leo 1. Ep. 35, 
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ſently hinder them fromthe execution of their office ; as appears by th, 
inſtance of Flavianws, the Patriarch of Antioch : for although three Roman 
Biſhops ſucceſſively oppoſed him, Damaſws, Syricins, and Anaſt aſs, ang 
uſed great importunity with the Emperonr, that he might not continue jp 
his place, yet becauſe the Churches of the Orient, Aſia, Pontus, and Thracig 
did approve of him, and eommunicate with him, he oppoſed their con. 
ſent againſt the Biſhops ofRome. Upon which, and the Emperour's ſeyers 
checking them for their pride and contention, they at laſt promiſed the 
Emperonr, that they would lay afide their enmity, and acknowledge hi, 
So that, notwithſtanding whatever the Roman Biſhops could do again} 
him,he was acknowledged for a trzePatriarch,and at laſt their conſent yz; 
oivenonly by renewing Coz72mnion with him 3 which certainly is far from 
being an inſtance of the Pope's power over the other Patriarchs, 
Whereby we allo ſee, What little power he had in depoſing them; a]. 
though you tell us. That it belonged likewiſe to him to depoſe unworthy ones. 
reſtore the nnjuſtly depoſed by others. But, that the power of depoling Biſbyy 
was anciently in Provincial Conncils, appears ſufhcicntly by the fifth Caron 
of the Nicene Conncil, and by the practice of the Church, both before and 
after ir; and itis acknowledged by Petrus de Marci, that the ſole power of 
depofing Biſhops, was not in the hands of the Biſhop of Rome, till about 
cight hundred years fincez and refutes the Cardinal Perron for ſaying 
otherwiſe; and afterwards largely proves.that the Suprerre anthority of de- 
poſing Biſhops,was (till in Provincial Conncils, and that the Pope had nothi 
to do in it, till the decree of the Sardican Synod, in the caſe of Athanaſus; 
which yet, he ſaith, did not(as is commonly faid) decree Appeals to bg 
made to Roxze, bur only gave the Biſhop of Kome power to Review their 
actions, but ſtill reſerving to Provincial Councils that Authority which the 
Nicene Council had eſtabliſhed them in. All the power which he then 
had, was only this,that he might decree that the matters might be handled 
over again, but not that he had the power himſelf of depoſing or refſto- 
ring Biſhops: Which is proved with that clearneſs and evidence by that 
excellent Author, that I ſhall refer you to him for it : and conſider the 
inſrances produced by you to the contrary. Weread (lay you) of nolkf 
than eight ſeveral Patriarchs of Conſtantinople depoſed by the Biſhop of Rome, 
Surely if you had read this your ſelf, you would have quoted the place, 
with more care and accuracy than youdo: for you give us only a blind 
citation of an Epiltle of Pope Nicolaus, to the Emperonr Michael, neither 
citing the words, nor telling us which it is, when there are ſeveral, and 
thoſe no very ſhort ones neither. But however, it is well choſen, to hare 
a Pope's teſtimony in his own cauſe, and that fuch a Pope who was then in 
centeſt with the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and that too fo long after the 
encroachments of the Biſhops of Rome, it being in the ninth Century ; and 
yet for all this, this Pope doth not ſay thoſe words which you would faſten 
upon him ; that which he ſaith, is, That none of the 


Ai 241 auam omnino , 2ut cerle vir, heyum Biſhops of Coy ny or ſcarce any of them, were 
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eller Neol 1: pill 8. Mickat, feed without the conſent of the Biſhop of Rome. And 


Imp. Tom. &, Concil. p. 566. then inſtanceth in Maximus, Neſtorius, Accacins, At- 


2 thimus, Sergins, Pyrrhus, Paulus, Petrus ; but hisde- 
[1gn in this, is only to ſhew that Zgatizs the Patriarch ought not to have 
h-en depoled without his conſent. But what is all this to the Pope's ſol: 
power of depoſing 2 when even at that time the Pope did not challenge it: 


Bur, ſuppoling the Popes had done it before, it doth not follow that it wa 
in 
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in their power t0 dO it, and that the Cazors had given them right to doit, 
but leaſt cf all certainly that they had a Divirerght for it, which never 
wasin the leaſt acknowledged by the Church as to a depoſition of Patrj- 
archs, which you contend for. But bclides this, youlay, Sixtus the third 
{poſed Polychronius Biſhop of Hicruſalem. Whercas $7xtus only ſent 
eight perions from a Synod at Rowe to Hieruſalem, who when they came 
there, dic. nur offer to depoſe Polychronins by vertue of the Popes power; 
but a $1-29d of ſeventy or more neighbour Biſhops were call'd, by whom 
he w2s dcpoled ; and yet after all this, Bzzins himlelf condemns thoſe 
40s which report this ſtory, for ſpurious 3 there being a manifeſt repug- 
nay inthe time of them, and no ſuch perſon as Polychronius ever men- 
tone! by the Eccleſraſtical Hiſtorians of thas time, and other fabulous 
Narritions inferted in them. Yet theſe are your goodly proofs of the 
Ppes power to depoſe Patriarchs. 

But we muſt ſee whether you haye any better ſucceſs in proving his 

wer to reſtore ſuch as were depoſed; tor which you only inſtance in 
Athanaſius and Paulus reſtored by Jalins ; whoſe cale muſt be further ex- 
amined, which,in ſhort, is this : Athanaſixs being condemned by the Synods 
of Tyre and Antioch, goes to Kowe, where he and Paulus are received 
into Communion by Jzlizs, who would not accept of the Decree of the 
Eaſtern Biſhops which was fent after him to Rowe. For Pope Fulins did 
not formally offer tore{tore Athanaſims to his Church, but only owned and 
received him into Communion as Biſhop of Alexandria, and that becauſe 
te looked on the proceedings as unjuſt 1n his condemnation. And all 
that Jzlins himſelf pleads for, is, not a power to depoſe or reſtore Patr;- 
acbs himſclf.but only that ſuch things ought net to have been done with- 
cut communicating thoſe | ame nm. to him, which the Unity of the 
Church might require. And therefore Petrus de Aarca ſaith, that Baronixs, 
Belarmin,and Perron are all ſtrangely out in this ſtory, when they would 
infer, That the cauſes of the Eaſterr Biſhops upon appeal were to be judged 
by the Biſhop of Rome : whereas all that Julius pleads for, is, that fuch 
things ſhould not be done by the Eaſtern Biſhops alone, which concerned 
the depoſition of ſo great a perſon in the Church as the Patriarch of Alex- 
andria, but that there ought to be a Coxncil both of the Eaſtern and 
Weſtern Biſhops; on which account afterwards the Sardicar Synod was 
calld. But when we conſider with what heat and ſtomack this was re- 
ceived by the Eaſter Biſhops, how they abſolutely deny that the Weſter: 
Biſbops had any more to do with their proceedings, then they had with 


Tom. » Cong. 
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theirs ; when they fay, that the Pope by this uſurpation was the cauſe of | 


al the miſchicf that followed, we ſce what an excellent inſtance you have 
made choice of, to prove the Popes power of reſtoring Biſhops by Divine 
right, and that this was acknowledged by the whole Church. 

The next thing to be conſidered is that ſpeech of St. Auguſtine, That in 
the Church of Rome there did alwayes flouriſh the Prin- 
apality of an Apoſtolick chair. As to which his Lord- 

plaith, That neither was the word Principatus ſo 
great nor the Biſhops of thoſe times ſo little, as that Principes and Principatus 
are rot commonly given them both by the Greek and Latin Fathers of this 
great and learmedſt age of the Church made up of the fourth and fift hundred 
Jears, «l'way?s underſtanding Principatus of their my power, and within 
the linvits of their ſeveral juriſdictions, which perbaps now and then they did 
ecaſror.ci'y exceed, And there is not one word in $t. Auguſtine, that this 

Princi- 
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Principality of the Apeſtolick chair in the Church of Rome was them, oy onglt 
to be now exerciſed over the whole Church of Chriſt as Bellarmin innate, 
there, and as A. C. would haveit tere. To all this you lay nothins to Pur- 
P. 184. pole 3 but only tell us, That the Biſhop by this makes way to ſome other pretty 
perverſions (as you call them) of the ſame Father. For we wnſt know, (1 
you, that he is entering upon that main Queſtion concerning tle Donatiſtsy 
Africk; and he is ſo indeed, and that not only for clearing the meaning 
of St. Angrſtine in the preſent Epiſtle, but of the whole Controverſie, tg 
which a great light will be given by a true account ot thoſe proceedings, 
Thus then his Lordſhip goes on. Ard to prove that St. Augulitine did xy 
intend by Principatus here to give the Roman Biſhop any power out of his ogy 
limits (which God knows were far ſhort of the whole Church ) T ſhall make j 
moſt manifeſt out of the ſame Epiſtle. For afterwards (' ſaith $t. Avpultine) 
when the pertinacy of the Donatiſts could not be reſtrained by the African zj. 
ſhops, only they gave them leave to be heard by forraign Biſhops. And jig 
Pergant ad Fratres & Colley as noflres tran ſ- that fe bath theſe words * And yet peradventure Nig. 
x. code Ecclcſiarium Epiſcopos. S, Avg. clades the Biſhop of the Rom an Chur ch, wit h his Col. 
Ep 162, leagues the tranſmarine Biſhops, non debuit. oclt xot 
Gatls Epiſcopus cum. Collgin wanmarinis 19 9p 19 himſelf this judgement which was determi 
Epiſcops ulud ſibi uſwrpere judicium quod by ſeventy Atrican Biſhops; I 1gilttanus, ſting Prinate, 
ab Afris Septuagilia, bi Primes Tight aus And nw hat will you ſay if he tid not uſur} this power? 
pre/edit, fuerit trrminatum, Daid quod nec . 4 "Y "3 [ 
inſe uſurpaverit ? Rogatus quip'e Impe-ator, for the Emperonr beirg def ed, fent Biſhops Judges, 
Fudices mi ſit Epiſcopss, qui cum eo ſederiat; which ſhould ſet with kim, and determine what was 
my omg 4quod juſtum widereturs ; ft upon the whole canſe. Tn which paſſage, (aith his 
Lordthip, there are very many things obſervable, 4s 
firſt, That the Roman Prelate came not in till there was leave for them to goto 
Tranſmarine Biſhops. Secondly, That if the Pope had come in without tlis 
leave,zt had been an Uſurpation, Thirdly, That when he did thus comein, 
not by his own Authority, but by Leave, there were other Biſſ ops nacle Judges 
with him. Fourthly, That theſe other Biſhops were appointed and ſent lyils 
Emperonr and his power ;, that which the Pope leaſt of all will endure, 
Laſily, Leſt the Pope and his Adkerents ſhould ſay, this was an Uſurpationit 
the Emperour, St, Auſtin tells ws a little before in the ſane Epiſtle jt:ll, thi 
| EZ  #his doth chiefly belong ad curam ejus,to the E1/peron: 
_ 't, ns _ na wag _ care and charge, and that he is to give an account to 
: God for it, And Melciades did fit and judge thebu- 
inf with all Chriſtian Prudence and Moderation, So at this time the Koman 
Prelate was not received as Paſtour of the whole Church, ſay A.C. what te 
pleaſe ;, nor had he Supremacy over the other Patriarchs, In order to the 
better ſhaping ycur Anſwer to this Diſcourſe, you pretend to give usa 
true Narrative of the Donatiſts proceedings, by the ſame figure that Luc 
ans Book is inſcribed De vera hiſtoria, There are ſeveral things therefore 
tobe taken notice of in your Narrative, before we come to your part 
cular Anſwers, whole ſtrength depends upon the matters of fad. 

Firſt, You give no ſatisfactory account at all, Why, if the Popes Un- 
verſal Paſtourſhip had been then owned, the firſt appeal on both ſides was 
not made to the Ziſhop of Rome 3 for in ſo great a Schiſm as that was be- 
tween the difjerent parties of Cacilian as, Majorinus, To whom ſhould 
they have directly gone but to Aelchiades then Biſhop of Rome © HOW 
Comes it to pals that there is no merition at all of his judgement by either 
party,t1l! Conſtantine had appointed him to be one of the Judges £ St. 4# 
ſim indeed pleads inbehalt of Cecilian, why he would not be judged » 
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the African Synod of LXX. Biſhops, that there were thouſands of his Colleagues 
qn the other ſede the Sea, whow he might be tryed by £ But why not by the 


Biſhop of Rome alone, if the Univerſal Paſtorſhip * did belong to him > 442 9+ 162+ 


But your Narrative gives us a rare account, why the Doxatiſts did not go 
tothe Pope before they went to the Emperonr, viz. That they durſt not ap- 
pear there, or elſe knew it wonld be to little purpoſe. But by what Arguments 
doyou prove they durſt ot appear there before, when we ſee they went 
readily thither after the Experonr had appointed Rome for the place, 
where their cauſe was to be heard; if they thought it were to fo little 

urpole 2 For we ſee the Doratiſts never except againſt the place at all, or 
the perſon of the Biſhop of Rowe 3 but upon the command of Conſtantine 
made known to them by Azalinns the Proconſul of Africa, ten of their par- 
ty go to Kowe to negotiate their affairs before the Delegates, This is but 
therefore a very lame account, why the firſt appeal ſhould be to the Em- 
perowr and not to the Pope, it he had been then known to be the Univerſal 
Pftour of the Church, But ſay you further, The Emperonr diſliked their 
proceedings and told thewz expreſly, That it belonged not to him, neither durſt 
he a the part of a Judge in a cauſe of Biſhops. But on what grounds he durſt 
wt do it, we may eaſily judge by his undertaking it at Jaſt, and paſling a 
final judgement in this cane himſelf after the Conmcoils at Rome, at Arles, 
could not put an end to it. It Conſtantine had judged it lawful, could 
their importunity have excuſed it - and could it be any other then - 
layfl if the Pope were the Univerſal Paſtour of the Church? Do you think 
t would be accounted a Tuffcicnt plea among you now, for any Frince 


tallume to himſelf the judgement of any cauſe already determin'd by the |, 


Pope, becauſe of the izportunity of the perions concerned in it ? Indeed 
_—_— did at firſt prudently wave the bulinets himlelf, and that I ſup- 

e the rather becauſe the Doratiſts in their Petition had intreated that 
bme of the Biſhops of Gar! might umpire the bulinels ; either becauſe 
that was then the place of the Emperonrs relidence, or elſe that Gaul under 
Conſtantins had eſcaped the Jate perſecution, and therefore were not ly- 
able to the ſuſpicion of thoſe crimes whereof Cecihiar and Felix of Aptune 
were accuſed. But however though Conſtantine did not fit as Judge 


| hinſlf, he appointed Aarinus, Rheticins, and Maternus, to joyn with 


Melchiades the Biſhop of Rome in the determining this caſe. But this he 
ad, you ſay, to comply with the Donatiſts, What, to joyn other Biſhops 
with the Head of the Church in equal power for deciding Controverlies ? 
and all this meerly to comply with the Schiſmatical Donatiſts £ was this, 
think you, becoming one who believed the Popes Univerſal Paſtourſhip by 
Divine Right £ Well fare then the Anſwer of others who love to ſpeak 
plain truths; and impute all thele procecdings to Conſtartines Ignorance of 
his duty, being yet but a Catechumen in Chriſtian Religion, and therefore 
did, he knew not what : But methinks the Univerſal Paſtour or ſome of 
thole nineteen Biſhops who ſat at Rome in this bulinels, or of thole two 
hundred whom you lay met afterwards at Arles about it, ſhould have a 
little better inſtructed him in his duty 3; and not let him go fo faron in it, 
& from delegating Judges to hear it, and among them the Head of the 
Church, to reſume it afterwards himſelf both to hear and determine it. 1f 
the Emperour had (as you lay) proteſted againſt this as in it ſelf unlawful, 
would none of the Biſhops hinder him from doing 1t 2 But where doth 
Conſtantine profels againlt it 45 7 it ſelf unlawful ? it lo, no circumſtances, 
n01mportunitics could ever make it lawful : Unleſs you think the z#epor- 
tnnity 
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tnnity of Joſephs Miſtreſs would have made adultery no fir in him, 7p 


Conſtantine ſaid he would «5k the Biſhops pardon in it, that might be,as look. 
ing on themas the more competent Judges, but not thinking it unlawful in 
it ſelf for him to do, as youlay. | 

Well but you tell us, It was rather the juſtice and moderation of the ny. 
an Prelate, that he came not in before it was due time, and the matter oyg+. 
ly brought before hizz. T am very much of your mind in this, and if all Pope; 
ſince Melchiades had uſed the ſame juſtice and moderation, to have ſtaid til 
things had been orderly brought tothem, and not uſurped upon the pri 
lotus of other Churches, things had been ina far better condition in 
the Chriſtian world then they are. Had there been none but ſuch z; 
Melchiades, who ſhewed fo much Chriſtian prudence and moderationin 
the management of this bufinels, that great Schiſmr, which your Chir 
hath cauſed by her arrogant pretences, might have been prevented. By 
how come you to know, that this caſe did properly belong to the Popes cy. 
2izace? who told you this? to be ſure not the Emperour Conſtamine 
who in his Epiſtle to A:/tiades, extant in Exſebixs,intimates no ſuch thi 
but only writes to him as one delegated to hear that cauſe with the othe 
Biſhops and gives him Inſira@ions in order to it. Do the Donatifts g 
their avs mention any ſuch thing ? Doth the Pope himſelf ever &- 
preſs or intimate it ? It ſeems, he wanted your i»forzation much at tha 
time, Or it may be, like the late Pope Imnocert in the caſe of the five 
propoſitions,he might ſay, he was bred no Divine, and therefore might the 
leſs underſtand his duty. But can it pofſibly enter into your head, thu 


. this caſe came to the Pope at laſt by way of regular appeal, as you ſeem toaſkn 
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afterwards. Is this the way of appeals to go to the Emperor and Petition 
him to appoint Judges to hear the caſe ? It the caſe of appeals muſt be de- 
termined from theſe proceedings, to be ſure, the /aſt reſort ill be to the 
Emperour himſelf, as well as the firſt appeal. 

Whether the African Biſhops gave leave to the Donatiſts to be heard byfar- 
raien Biſhops,or they took it themſelves, is not much material ; becaule the 
Schiſm was lo great at home, that there was no likelihood of any ending 
the Controverlie by ſtanding to a fair arbitration among themſelves. And 
therefore there ſeemed a neceffity on both ſides of referring the buſinek 
to ſome unconcerned perſons who might hear the A/egations and judge 
indifferently between them. And no other way did the nineteen Biſby: 
at Kome proceed with them, but as indifferent Arbitrators 3 and therefore 
the Witneſles and Allegations on both ſides were brought before them: 
but we read of no power at all challenged abſolutely to bind the perſons 
to the judgement of the Church of Rome, as the final judgement in the 
caſe. The Queſtion, Whether the Fope had uſurped this power or no, de 
pends not upon the Domatiſts Queſtion, Whether Melchiades onght to hav 
undertaken the judgement of that cauſe which had been already determined ly 
a Synod of LXX, Biſhops in Atrick ? But upon St. Auguſtines Anſwer, who 
juſtifies the lawfulneſs of his doing it, becauſe he was thereto appointed 
by the Emperonr, But when youſay, St. Auſtin gives this anſwer on 
per emeirer, by way of condeſcenſion to bis adverſaries way of ſpeaking : you 
would do well to prove elſewhere from St. Auſtin that when he lay's aſide 
his Rhetorick he ever ſpeaks otherwiſe, but that it would have been an 
Uſurpation in the Pope to challenge to himſelf the hearing of thoſe cauſes 
which had been'determined by African Biſhops, But what St. Angaſtine! 
judgement as well as the other African Fathers was in this point —" 
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the caſe of Appeals. It ſufficiently appears already, That neither our $4- 
viour, nor the Canons of the Univerſal Church gave the Pope leave to hear and 
judge the cauſes of $t, Athanalius and other Patriarchs and Biſhops of the 
Church 5 and therefore you were put to your ſhifts when you run thither 
for ſecurity. But that which follows is notoriouſly faiſe, That when he did 
þ =" no man (no not the perſons themſelves who were intereſſed and 
ſafeered by his judgement ) complained or accuſed him of njurpation , when in 
the caſe of Athanaſms it is ſo vehemently pleaded by the Eaſtern Biſhops 
that the Pope had nothing at all to do init z but they might as well call in 
Queſtion what was done at Rome, as he what was done at Antioch. Nay 
name us any one caule in that : ge of the Church, where the Popedid offcr 
to meddle in matters determined by other Biſhops, which he was not op- 
din, and the perſons concern'd did not complain and accuſe him of 
meddling with what he had no right to, which are but other words for 
urpation. 

You fay, The Biſhops whom the Emperonr ſent as Judges with the Pope, 
were an inconſiderable number to ſway the ſentence, Tt ſeems three to one are 
with you an inconfiderable number. But fay you, The Pope to ſhew his 
athority added fifteen other Biſhops of Ttaly to be his Colleagues and Aſſt- 


pants in the buſineſs, Either theſe fifteen Biſhops were properly Jndges in 


the cauſe, or _ aſſiſtants for better management and ſpeedier diſpatch; 
fthey were Jndges,how prove you that Conſtantine did not appoint them, 
ifthey were only aſ/z/tants and ſuffragans to the Biſhop of Rome, as is moſt 
probable (except Merocles Biſhop of Milan) what authority did the Pope 
hew in calling his S»fſragans to his aſſiſtance in a matter of that nature, 
which required ſo much examination of H# 7tzeſſes. But the Pope had 
more effeCtually ſhewn his authority if he had refuſed the Biſhops whom 
Conſtantine ſent 3 and told him he medled with that which did not con- 
cern him, to appoint any J=dges at all in a matter of Eccleſftaſtical Cogni- 
ſance, and that it was an unſuffecrable preſumption in him to offer to fend 
three underling Biſhops to fit with him in deciding Controverſies; as 
though he were not the. Univerſal Paſtour of the Church himſelf, to whont 
alone by Divine right all ſuch things did belong. Such language as this 
would have become the Head of the Church; and in that indecd he had 
ſhewn his authority. But for him ſneakingly to admit other Bj/hops as 
jont-commiſſuoners, torlooth, with him ; and that by the Emperonrs ap- 
pointment tooz What did heelſe but betray the rights of his Sce, and ex- 
poſe his — Headſhip to great contempt 2 Do you think that Pope 
Hildebrand or any of his Swcceſſonrs would have done this ? No, they un- 
derſtood their power far better then ſoz and the Emperonr ſhould have 
known his own, for offering ſuch an Afront to his Holineſs, And it his 
Bay-leaves did not ſecure him, the Thwrmader-bolts of Excommunication 
might have lighted on him to his prejudice. For ſhame then never ſay, 
That Pope Miltiades ſkewed his authority ; but rather give him over 
among thoſe good Biſhops of Rowe but bad Popes, who knew better how 
to ſuffer 2Lartyrdoxe, then aflert the Authority of the Rowan See, I pray 
Imagine but Pax! 5. or any other of our ſtout-ſpirited Popes in A:/trades 
bis place, Would they have taken ſuch things at Conſtartines hands as 
poor Miltiades did 2 and, for all that we fee, was very well contented 
90; and thought he did but his duty in doing what the Ezperony bid 
him, Would they have been contented — had a cauſc once _ 
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the Trfallible judgement of the Roman See, to be reſumed again, ay 
handled in another Council, as though there could be any ſuſpicion that 
all things were not rightly carried there ? and that after all this too, the 


Emperor ſhould undertake to give the final deciſion to it ? would theſs 
things have been born with by any of our Infa/ible Heads of the Church : 
But good 4iltiades muſt be excuſed, he went as far as his knowledgecar. 
ried him, and thought he might do good lervice to the Church in what he 
did; and that was it he looked at more then the grandenr of his ge. 
The good Biſhops then were juſt crept out of the Flaxres of perſecution, 
and they thought it a great matter that they had /zberty themſelves, and 
did not much concern themſelves about thole Uſurpations which the 
Pride and Eaſe of the following ages gave occaſion for. They were ſorry 
toſce a Church that had ſurvived the cruel Flames of Diocleſians perle. 
cution, ſo ſuddenly to feel ew ones in her own bowels 3 that a Chure} 
whoſe conſtitution was fo ſtrong as to endure Martyrdomes, ſhould ng 
ſooner be at eaſe but ſhe begins to putrihe, and to be jly-blown with hear 
and diviſions among her members ; and that her own Chzldrer ſhould 
rake in thoſe wounds, which the violence of her profeſled enemies had 
cauſed in her ; and therefore theſe good Biſhops uſed their care and in- 
duſtry to clofe them up 3 and rather rejoyced they had ſo good an Ex- 
perour who would concern himſclf ſo much in healing the Churcke; 
breaches, then diſpute his Authority or diſobey his Commands. And if 
Conſtantine doth expreſs himſelf unwilling to engage himfelf to meddle in i 
buſineſs concerning the Biſhops of the Church, 1t was ofit of his tender re- 
ſpect to thoſe Biſhops who had manitcſted their piety and ſincerity ſo much 
1n their late perſecutions, and not from any 2eſtion of his own Authori- 
ty in it, For that he aftcr ſufficiently allerted , not only in his own 
actions, but when the calc of Felix of Aptung was thought not ſuftxiently 
ſcanned at Rowe, in appointing, (about tour months after the judgement 

at Kore) Alianus the Proconſul of Aſrica to exa- 


Paleſeas de Schiſmate Donatiſt. cap. 11, mine the cale- of Felix the Biſhop of Aptung, who 


Ait quidim, Now debait Epiſconus Procenſu- 


had ordained Cacilian, To this the Donati: 


Ll ” 
lari qudicio purgart ; quaſe vero ipſe febt hoc pleaded, That a Biſhop onght not to be tryed by Io 
comparaverit, ac a6 Imperator ita quart conſular judgement : to which St. Auſtin Auſwers, 
Juſſerit, ad cujics curam de qua rationem Tþ,4 it was not bis own ſeeking , but the Emperous 


Neo redditurus efſet, res ia maxime pcitine- 4 ent 4 
bat ma ag 162. E appointing, to whoſe care and charge that buſinef aid 


chiefly belong, of which he muſt give an account t 

God, And canit now entcr into any head but yours, that for all th 
the Emperonr looked on the judgement of this cauſe as a thing not belong- 
ing to bis Authority £ They who can believe ſuch things as theſe, and not- 
withſtanding all the circumſtances of this ſtory can think the Popes Un- 
zerſal Paſtourſhip was then owned, the moſt I can ſay of them, is, that 
they arc in a fair way to believe Tranſnbſtantiation ; there being 
nothing ſo improbable, but upon equal grounds they may judge it true, 
That the Pope had no Supremacy over other Patriarchs, his Lordihip laith, 
That were all other Records of Antiquity ſilent, the Civil Law is proof enough: 
Ani that's a Monument of the Primitive Church. The Text there is, A Par 
triarcha non datur appellatio. Frozz a Patriarch there lyes no appeal. NV 


ed. 1. Tit.a, appeal. Therefore every Patriarch was alike Supreme in his own Patriar( hate, 
!. 29. Authent. Therefore the Pope then had no Supremacy over the whole Church, Therefore 
Colat.g iT: certainly not then received as univerſal Paſtor, Two things you anſiwert0 


(', BY, 


this. 1. That this reachcth not the difference between Pautriarchs Hhemyrue, 
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who uſt have ſome kigher ordinary Tribunal, where ſuch cauſes may be heard 
and determined, Very well argued againſt the Pope's power of judging; 135. ©: 4. 
for, in cale ofa differcnce between him and the other Patriarchs,who mult 

decide the difierence ? Himſclf no doubt ! But (till, it is your way to 

that you can never prove; for you herein ſuppoſe the Pope to be above 

F; Patriarchs, which you know is the thing in diſpute. Or, Do you ſup- 

pole it very poſſible, that other Patriarchs may quarrel and fall out among 
themſelves, but that the Popes are alwaies ſuch mild and good men, that 

itis impoſiible any ſhould fall out with them, or they with others; that 

ſtill they muſt ſtand by as unconcerned in all the quarrels of the Chriſt;ar 

zorld, and be ready to receive complaints from all places. If theretore a 

General Council muſt not be the Judge in this caſe, I pray name ſomewhat 

elle more agreeable to reaſon, and the practice of the Church. But yon 

anſwer. 2. What the Law ſaith, is rightly underſtood, and muſt be explicated 

of inferior Clerks only, who were not ( of ordinary courſe) to appeal further 

than the Patriarch, or the Primate of their Province, For ſo the Council of = 
Africk deter/jrines. But 'tis even there acknowledged, that Biſhops had power cmqgos 6, 
inthcir own cauſes to appeal to Rome. This anſwer of yours neceliarily Epiſt. ad 2oni- 
ſeads us to the debates of the great caſe of appeals to Rome, as it was ma- #*: 

naged between the Affican Biſhops, and the Biſhops of Rome , by which 

we ſhall eaſily diſcover the weakneſs of your anlwer, and the molt palpable 
fand of your citation; by which we may ſee, What an excellent cavte 

jou have to manage, which cannot be defended but by ſuch ſrands as here 

you make uſe of, and hope to impole upon your Reader by. Your An- 

lwer therefore in the general, is, That the Laws concerning appeals, did only 

concern inferiour Clergy-men ;, but that Biſhops were allowed to appeal to 

Rome, ever by the Conncil of Africk, which not only decreed it, but acknow- 

ledged it in an Epiſtle to Pope Boniface. And theretore for our through un- 
derſtanding the truth inthis caſe, thole proccedings of the African Church 


muſt be briefly explained, and truly reprelented. Two occalions the 


Churches of Africa had to determine in the caſe of Appeals to Koxre ;, the 
firſt in the 2/ilevitan, the ſecond in the Carthaginian Conncils : in both 
which we have ſeveral things very conſiderable to our purpoſe. In the 
Milevitan Council they decree, That whoſoever would appeal beyond the Sea, 
ſhould not be received into Communion by any in Africa ; which decree is fup- 
poſed by ſome to be occaſioned by Celeſtizs, having recourſe to Pope Zoſt- 
ws, after he had been condemned in Africa, No doubt, thole prudent 
biſbops began to be quickly ſenſible of the monſtrous inconvenience which 
would ſpeedily follow upon the permiſſion of ſuch appeals to Rowe, for 


— 


ns 


by that means they ſhould never preſerve any diſcipline in their Churches, 
but every perſon, who was called in Qxeſtion for any crimes, would (light 
the Biſbops of thoſe Churches, and pretently appeal to Rowe, To prevent 
which miſchief, they make that exce/ert Canon, which allows only liber- 
ty of appealing to the Conncils of Africa, or tothe Primates of their Pro- 
bince, but abſolutely forbids all torein appeals. All the dithculty is, Whe- 
ther this Caor only concerned the Teferiour Clergy,as you ſay,(and which 
ball that the greateſt of your ſide have ſaid in it )or, Whether it doth not 
take away all appeals of Biſhops too. For which we need no more than 


Iiem placrnit ut 
Presbytert flige 
cont, vel caters 
enferiores Cle- 
ricty in cauſis 
quas babue- 
riat,ſe de judie 
cus epiſcops- 
rium ſuorum 
queſt: fueriat, 
V1! epiſcopty 
eos cum con- 


produce the Caoz it (clf, as it is extant in the authentick collection of /ex{« epiſcopi 


the Carons of the African Church. In which is an expreſs clauſe, declaring 
definiant, adb'biti ab eis epiſcovi + quod 6 & ab tis provarandim pitaverint, non provecent ad tranſmarina | 


#1 audiant , 
& rnter eos 
udicia ; ſed ad 


um ites ſuarum proviactarum, ant ad tnruerſale Concilium z Sicur de Epilcopis ſxpe conſtiturum eſt. Ad tran/marina au- 


#94 puraucrit appellandum, @ nullo inir4 Africam mg wy ſ»ſctiptatiriaCodex Cxr08, _ Afri 
2 | Fat 


can, Can, 22g. 
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that the ſame thing had been often determined in the caſe of Biſhops. Which 
becauſe it ſtrikes home, therefore Perroz and others have no other ſhife 
but to ſay, That this clauſc was not in the original MilevitanC anos 
but was inſerted afterwards. But why do not they, who aflkn 
ſuch bold things, produce the true authentick Copy of theſe 24. 
levitan Canons * that we may fſce, What is genuine, and what 
not: But, ſuppole we ſhould grant, that this clauſe wag jg. 
ſerted afterwards, it will be rather for the advantage, than prejudice 
our cauſe. For which we muſt conſider, that in the time of Anrely 
Biſhop of Carthage, there had been very many Comncils celebrated there; 
no fewer than ſeventeen Juſtelus and others reckon. But a general Coun! 
meeting at Carthage A. D. 419. (which was about three years after that 
Milevitan Conncil which was held 416. as appears by the Anſwer of Ip. 
centixs tO it, A. D. 417.) at the end of the firſt Seſſion they reviewed the 
Canons of thoſe lefler Councils, and out of them all compoſed that Codex 
Canonum Eccleſie Aſricane, as Juſtellus at large proves in the pre. 
face to his edition of it. SO that if this clauſe were inſerted, it muſt he 
inſerted then, for it is well known, that the caſe of Appeals was then at 
large debated ; and by that means it received a more general authority 
by paſſing in this Aſficar Council, And hence it was that this Caron pul: 
led with thisclaule into the Greek Churches; for Balſamon and Zonaras both 
acknowledge it 3 and notonly they, but many ancient Latin Copies hadit 
too, and is fo received and pleaded by the Conncil of Rhemes; as Hine- 
mars, and others, have already proved. But Gracia hath helped it well 
out, for he hath added a brave Antidote at the end of it, by putting toit 
a very uſeful clauſe, Niſ forte Rowanam Seder appellaverit ; by which the 
Canon makes excellent ſenſe, that none ſhall appeal to Rome, unleſs they do 
appealto Rowe; fornone who have any underſtanding of the ſtate of 
thoſe Churches at that time, do make the leaſt Queſtion, but the intent of 
the Caron was to prohibit appeals to Komre ;; but then, ſay they, They 
were only the appeals of the Inferiour Clergy, which were to be ended by th 
Biſhops of their own Province. 

But this Anſwer is very unreaſonable on thele accounts. 1. If Appeals 
do cf right belong to the Biſhop of Reme, as Univerſal Paſtor of the Church, 
then, Why not the Appeals of the Inferionr Clergy, as well as Biſhops ? It- 
deed, if Appeals were challenged only by virtue of the Canons, and thole 
Canons limit one, and not the other (as the moſt eger pleaders for 4: 
peals inthat age, pleaded only the Canons of the Church for them) then 
there might be ſome reaſon, Why one ſhould be reſtrained, and not the 
other ; but if they belong to him by Divine Right, then all Appeals mult 
neceſlarily belong to him. 2. If Appeals belong to the Pope, as Une 
ſal Paſtor, then no Conncil or perſons had any thing to do to determine who 
thould appeal, and who not. For this were an uſurping of the Pope's pri 
viledge,, tor he to whom only the right of Appeals belongs, can deter- 
mine, Who ſhould appeal, and who not 3 and where, and by whomt 
Controverlies ſhould be ended. So that the very aCt of the Conncilin ob 
fcring tol;mit Appeals,implies that they did not believe any ſuch Unive!/# 
Paſtorſhip 1n the Pope ; for, had they not done fo, they would have waited 
his judgement, and not offered to have determined ſuch things the 
(c]ves. 3. The Appeals of the upper and inferiour Clergy, cannot benghy 
{cd to be leparate from cach other.For the Appeal of a Presbyter doth ſup 


poſe the impeachment of the Biſhop for ſome wrong done to him, as in the 
cal 
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cale of Apzarius acculing Urban the Biſhop of Sicca for excommunicating 
him. So that the Byſbop becomes a _ in the Appeal of a Presbyter, And 
if Appeals be allowed to the Biſbop, it is ſuppoſed to be in his favour, for 
clearing of his right the better z and if it be denied to the Precbyter, it 
would favour too much of injuſtice and partiality. 4. The reaſon of the 
Canon extends to one as well as the other, which mult be ſuppoſed to pre- 
vent all thoſe troubles and inconveniencies which would ariſe from the 1i- 
berty of Appeals to Rome ; and, would not theſe come as well by the Appeals 
of Biſhops, as of Inferionr Clergy? Nay, Doth not the Canon 1nliſt on that, 
that no Appeals ſhould be made from the Council of Biſhops, or the Primates 
of Africa; but, in caſe of Biſhops Appeals, this would be done as well 
axthe other : and therefore they arc equally againſt the reaſon and deſign 
of the Canon. 5. The caſe of Presbyters, may be as great and conſiderable 
25that of Biſhops, and as much requiring the judgement of the Uni- 
werſal Paſtor of the Church, As, tor inſtance, that very caſe which pro- 
bably gave occaſion to the Milevitan Canon, viz. the going of Celeſtins 
to Kome, being condemned of Hereſie in 4ffica: Now, What greater 
cauſe could there be made an Appeal to Kome in, than in fo great a matter 
of Faith as that was, about the neceflity of Grace, And therefore Petrs 
& 1arca proves at large againſt Perron, that in the Epiltle of Innocent to 
Itricins , where it 1s ſaid, That the greater canſes muſt be referred to the 
qpoſtolick See, is not tobe underſtood onlyof the cauſes of Biſhops, but 
my reterr to the cauſes of Presbyters too, z. e, when they either concern 
mtter of Faith, or lome doubtful piece of Church-diſcipline, 6. The Pope, 
mtwithſtanding this Caroze, looked on himſelf as no more hindred 
from recciving the Appeals of Presbyters, than thoſe of Biſhops. If there- 
fore any diflcrence had been made by any aft of the Church, ſurely the 
Pope would have remanded Presbyters back to their own Provinces again; 
but, in{tcac of that, we fee, he received the Appeal of 4piarizs. But, for 
this, a rare Anſwer is given, vis. that though the Presbyters —— to 
appeal, yet the Pope was not forbidden to receive them if they did appeal. But, 
towhat purpoſe then were ſuch prohibitions made, if the Pope might by 
his open incouragement of them upon theic Appeals to him, make them 
wot value ſuch Carors at all ; for they. knew, if they could but get to 
Rome, they ſhould be received for allihem, 

Notwithſtanding all which hath been faid, you tell us, That i# the 
Comncil of Africk it was acknowledged, that Biſhops had power in their own 
cayſe, to appeal to Rome 3 for which you cite in your Margent, part of an 
Epiſtle of the Conncil to Boniface. But, with what honeſty and integrity 
you do this, will appear by the ſtory. Apiarivs then appealing to a cn 
le ſends over Faſinas to Africa, to negotiate the bufinels of Appeals, and 
torcſtore Apiarizs, for which he pleads the Nicere Canons (an account 
of which will be given afterwards) the Fathers all proteſt they could find 
noſuch thing there, but they agree to ſend Deputies into the Eaſt, to 

hthe truc Carons thence (as hath been related already) in the mean 
time Zoſus dycs, and Boniface lucceeds him but for the better ſatisfa- 
tion of the Pope,the Conncil of Carthage diſpatch away a Letter to Boniface, 
(pive him an account of their proceedingszin which Epiſtle(extant in the. 
African Code of Canons) after they have given an account ofthe buſineſs of 
#piarizs, they proccedtothe in{tructions which Fanſtinws brought with 
Um to Aſf7ca, the chief of which is that concerning Appeals to be made to 
Rome, and then follow thole words which you quote, in which = 
ay 


De Concord, 
Sacerdot. & 
Imp. 1.7. G13, 
lſcR. 6,759» 
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lay, That in a Letter written the year before to Loſimus, they had gramed 


ut Romam liceat Epiſcopis provocare Or ut 
Ciericorim ca {8 apicd [4arum prov Roarum 
epiſcopos fintant+r jam priore anng etram lie 
ter neſtris ad eundem wencrabilus memerne 
Zuſinum eniſcopum datis, inſianairs Cratie 
mu 7 EC. # © » ” * & 

ut ex ſervare ſine ulla eu? inqurid pauliſÞer 
ſinerem 1s, uſ9; ad exquiſi::oacm ſtititorum 
Concilii Neat » 


liberty to Biſhops, to appeal to Rome 3, and that there. 
in they had intimated ſo much to him, Thus fax YOu 
are right ; but there is ufually ſome myſtery couch. 
ed in your, &c. for you know very well, where tg, 
cut oft ſentences ; for, had you added but the nex; 
words, they had ſpoiled all your foregoing ; there 
being contained in them, the full reaſon of why 
went before, viz. that becauſe the Pope pretend] 


that the Appeals of Biſhops were contained in the Nicene Canons, they mer, 
contented to yield that it ſhould be ſo, till the true Canons were prodyg}] 
And is this now all their acknowledgement, that Bif/ops might in their 
own cauſes appeal to Rowe, when they made only a Proviſional decry 
What ſhould be done till the matter came to a reſolution > But if 0 
will throughly underſtand what their final judgement was in this buſineſ 
pray read their excellent Epiſtle to Fope Celeſtine, who ſucceeded Boni- 
Preſato it:q; Faces after they had received the Nicere Canons out of the Faſt, Which 
deb/te $a tua- being ſo excellent a Monument of Antiquity, and giving fo oreat light to 


(105148 offic9, 


zapend;s de" OUT preſent Controverlie, I ſhall at large recite and render it, fo far 
precamur, us Concerns this buſinels. After our bounden duty of Salut ation, we earneſtly le. 
deiaceps ad ve- feech you, that hereaftcr you admit not ſo caſily to your ears thoſe that come 


ftras avres 


binc wenientes from Perce, and that you admit no more into commmnion, thoſe whom we 
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zon facili ad: pave vaſt ont + for your Reverence will eaſily perceive, that this js jirvid ly 
atys » nec a + , 
es —_ the Conncil of Nice, For if this be taken care for, as to ihe Inferiwar Clery 


municatis in and Laity, How much more would it have it to be oljerved in Biſhovs ; that 
mumm_ ., who are in their own Province ſuſpended from communion, be ot hufil 
excipere; quia 6r unduly admitted by your Holineſs, Let your Holineſs alſo rejef the wick 


hoe etiam Nt- Prieſts and Inferi lerks ;, for Fl h TR 
ceno (oncilio refuges of rieſl fe Tour C he 2 fo no Canon of the Fathers hathta 


definitum f4- ken that ſrom ihe Church of Africk 5 and the decrees of Nice hath ſubjelted 


cls aduertet both the Tnferionr Clergy, and Biſhops, io their Metropolitans, For they hay 
Venerahilitas 


a. ew os þ moſi wiſely and juſtly provided, that every buſineſs be determined in the plus 
de inferiorivus where it begun 5 and that the Grace of the Holy Spirit will not be wanting ti 


n m_ was every Province, that ſo equity may be prudently diſcovered, and conſt antly held 
ib; precaveri, by Chriſt's Trieſts. Eſpecially ſeeing that it is lawful to every one, if he be of 
Roy fended, to appeal to the Conneil of the Province, or even to an Univer|i 
nord I '* Conncil, Unleſs perhaps ſome body believe that God can inſpire to every on 
vari ue in ſu of us, the juſtice of examination of a cauſe, and refuſe it to a multitude of 
__ Sue aſſembled in Council, Or , How can a judgement made beyond the 
ſufponſs a td | 
San(t:tate prepropere, <el indebite vide mtus commun'on veſlitui. Precbyterarum quoq; & ſtquentium (lericorum improbartſi 
gia, ſicut te dign um: ſt, repell tt {anthitas tuty quia & nulla Patrim definitione bc icclefie derogatum eſt Africane, & dec: 
N:ceaa ſive 3nfertorss gradus Cicrices {oe ipſos epiſcopss ſuis Mtro;olit anis aperiiſſime commiſerunt, Prudentifiime enmuſ;- 
'ſemeq; viderunt, querungz ngotta in ſins locis, ubi 6:14 ſunt, finicada ; nec Wicmq, province gratiam Santt; Spiritus its 
f 4uram : qe equitin a thiſtt Sacerdotib''s, & prudent er videatur, & conſtantiffume tencatur ; maxime quia unicuig; 
ciſſum eſt, ſi jud.c 0 off. nſus ſucrit cagnitorum, ad Coxcilia ſue provincie, vel etram univerſale provecare. Nig faite qui- 
quam ell qa orodat, unicn!:b:t poſſe Deum noſtrum examuis iniÞi-are juſtitiam 3 &+ innumerabilibus congregatis in Concaliun 
S 1cerdotibus d:nrgare, Aut quomedo ipſum tr19ſmarinim judicium ratum erit, ad quod teſtium neceſſarie pr: ſne vel pjte 
ſexus, vl pro'ter ſeacttuns infiimitatem, vel multts altis impedimentis adduct 10% peterunt 2 Nam ut aliqui tanquam i tut 
Santtiitatis [itere mitt an! tir nulld inven mus Patrum Synode conſt/tutum, Puia tHud quod pridem per eunden corpi/copum 
Fav[tinum tainuem ex parte Niceni (oncilts exinde tran/miſeſtis, in (onci/i's verioribus qua accipiuntus Nigeni, @ $. Old 
caep!{copo a8{ire Alexandrine Eccleſies & @ venerabili Attics Conflantinopolitans Antiflite, ex authentico miſſis, que fi 
ante he per 1anocentium PresLyterum & Marcellum Subdiaconum, per quos ad nos ob iis direfta ſunt, venerabilis memarie 
Bonifeicie ep'ſcops decrſſors veſtro @ nobis tranſmiſſa ſunt, in guibus tale ali quid non potuimus invenire, Executores etiam (lt 
ricos veſtres quibulg, peteatihus wolite mittere, ne ſumoſum typhum ſeculi in Eccleſiam Chrifli que lucem ſimplicitatis & but 
litatis dit, Devm videre Cunentibus prefert, videamur inducere. Nam de fratre aoſiro Fauſtizo (amoto jam, pro ſis nefwns 
waving, Chr:ftt Eccleſia delendo Apiario) ſecurt ſums, quod eun probitete ac moderatione tus ſanftatu, ſatud fra 
wa OWaritaie terms Africa mmme pt'atur, Concil, Carthag, Epiſt, 8d Czlcflinum, 
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Sea be valid, to which the perſons of neceſſary witneſſes cannot be brought, by 
reaſon of the infirmity of their ſex and age, or of many other intervening int- 
pediments, For this ſending of men to us from your Holineſs,we do not find com- 
manded by any Synod of the Fathers. And as for that which you did long ſince 
ſendto #s by Fauſtinus owr Fel/ow-Biſhop, 4s belonging to the Conncil of Nice, 
wecould not find it in the trueſt Copies of the Council, ſent by holy Cyril our 
Colleague, Biſhop of Alexandria, and by the venerable Atticus Biſhop of Con- 
ſtantinople : which alſo we ſent to your predeceſſor Bonitace, of happy memo- 
71, by Innocent a Presbyter, and Marcellus a Deacon.” Take heed. alſo of 
ſending to us any of your Clerks for executors, to thoſe who deſire it , lejt we 
ſeem to bring the ſwelling pride of the world into the Church of Chriſt, which 
beareth the light of ſimplicity, and the brightneſs of humility before them that 
deſire to ſee God. And concerning our Brother Fauſtinus ( Apiarius being 
now for his wickedneſs caſt out of the Church of Chriſt ) we are confident that our 
brotherly love continuing through the goodneſs and moderation of your Holineſs, 
Africa ſhall no more be troubled with him. Thus I have at large produced 
this noble Monument of the prudence, courage, and fimplicity of the Afri- 
un Fathers ;, erough to put any reaſonable man out of the tond conceit of 
an Univerſal Paſtorſhip of the Biſhop ot Rowe. I wonder not that Baroniys 
ith, There are ſome hard things in this Epiſtle, that Perron lweats and toils 
{much to lo little purpoſe, to enervate the force of it; for, as long as the 
records of it laſt, we have an impregnable Bulwark againſt the Vſarpati- 
is of the Church of Rome, And methinks you might bluth tor thame to 
produce thoſe African Fathers, as determining the Appeals of Biſhops to 
Rome , who, with as much evidence and reaſon, as courage and reſolution, 
did finally oppoſe it. What canbe ſaid more convincingly again{t theſe 
Jppeals, than is here urged by them : That they have neither authority 
from Councils, nor any Foundation in Juſtic? and Equity; that God's pre- 
ſence was as well in Africk as Rowe (no doubt then they never imagined 
any Infallibilitythere) that the proceedings of the Hoxyzan Biſhop were fo 
far from RY and humility of the Goſpel, that they tended only to 
nouriſh ſwe/ing pride, and ſecular ambition in the Church, That the Pope 
had no authority to ſend Legats to hear cauſes, and they hoped they 
ſhould be no more troubled with fuchas Farſtinss was. All theſe things 
areſo evident in this teſtimony, that it were a diſparagement toit to offer 
more at large to explain them. I hope then, this will make you ſentible of 
the injury you have done the African Fathers, by ſaying, that they deter- 
mined, the cauſes of Biſhops might be heard at Roxre. 


—— 


Your Anſwer to the place of S. Gregory, which his Lordſhip produceth 
concerning Appeals, viz. that the Patriarch is toput a final end to thoſe cau- 
ſes, which come before him by Appeal from Biſhops and Arch-Biſhops, is the ve- 
ry fame, that it ſpeaks only of the Irferiour Clergy, and therctorc 1s taken 
off already. But you wonder his Lordſhip ſhould expoſe to view the following 
words of $. Gregory, where there is neither Metropolitan, nor Patriarch of 
that Dioceſe, there they arc to have recourſe to the See Apoſtolick,, as being the 
lead of all Churches, Then ſurely it follows, ſay you, the Biſhop of Rome's 
Juriſaiflion, is not only over the Weſtern, aud Southern Provinces, but over 
the whole Church, whither the Juriſdiction of Patriarchs and Actropolitans 
never extended, Sce how well you make good the common laying, that 
Iynorance is the cauſe of Admiration ; for, Wheretore ſhould you woner at 
lis Lordſhips producing theſe words z it you had cithet underitood, or 
conſidered the abundant Anfiers which he gives to them? 1, T Ba if 
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there be a Metropolitan, or a Patriarch, in thoſe Churches, his judgement is 6. 
nal, and there ought to be no Appeal to Rome. 2. 1t 3s as plain, that in thoſe 
ancient times of Church-Government, Britain was never ſubjed to the g,, 
of Rome (of which afterwards.) 3. Jt will be hard for any man to proyy 
that there were any Churches then in the world, which were not under f 6 I 
ther Patriarch or Metropolitan. 4. If any ſuch were, 'tis gratis diftum, ayg 
impoſſible to be proved, that all ſuch Churches, where-ever ſeated in the world 
were obliged to depend on Rome. And, Do you till wonder why ki 
Lordſhip produces theſe words ? I may more juſtly wonder why you te. 
turnno Anſwer to what his Lordſhip here ſayes. But ſtill the Caput omni. 
1 a 00 ſticks with you; if his Lordſhip hath not particularly ſpo- 
ken to that, it was, Noa? his whole diſcourle was ſufficient to a man 
ordinary capacity, to let himſee, that no more could be meant by it, but 
ſome preheminence of that Church above others in regard of order and dig- 
zity, but no ſuch thing as Univerſal Power and Juriſdiftion was to be de. 
duced from it. And if Gregory underſtood more by it, as his Lordlhip 
faith, 'Tis gratis dium, and Gregory himſelf was not a perſon to he he. 
leved in his own cauſe. But now, as you expreſs it, bs Lordſhip takes 
leap from the Church of Rome, to the Church of England : No, neither his 

Lordſhip, nor we,take a /eap fromthence hither; but you are the menwhy 
leap over the Alps, from the Church of England, to that of Reme, We 
plead as his LU doth truly, That in the ancient times of the Church, 
Britain was xever ſubjef# to the See of Rome, but being one of the Weſtern 
Dioceſes of the Empire, it had a Primate of its own. This, you ay, his 
Lordſhip ſhould have proved, and not meerly ſaid, But, What anunres- 
ſonable man arc you, who would put his Lordſhip to prove Negatizes, 
if you challenge a right which the Pope hath over us, it is your bulinek to 
prove it 3 his Lordſhip gave a ſufficient reaſon for what he ſaid , » ſajing 
that Britain was one of the Dioceſes of the Empire, and therefore had a Þri- 

mate of her own. This you deny not, but ſay, this only proves, That the Ir- 

ferionr Clergy could not appeal to Rome. What again ? but this ſubterfuge 
hath been prevented already. But topaſs by what without any ſhadowef 

proof you ſay of the Patriaroh of Conſtantinople*s being ſubject to the Poe; 
and Pope Urban's calling Anſelm the Patriarch of the other world ; whichwe 
are far from making the leaſt ground to make Canterbury a Patriarchal Set; 
which, as far as concerns the rights of Frimacy, was fo long before the 5 
od of Bar in Apulia; we come to that which is more material, vis, your 
attempt to prove, That Britain was anciently ſubject to the See of Rome; 
for which you inſtance zz Wilfrid Arch-Biſhop of York appealing to Rome, 
about A.D. 673. who was reſtored to his Biſhoprick by virtue of the ſer- 
tence paſſed in his behalf at Rome ; and ſo being a ſecond time expelled, a 
pealed as formerly,and was again reſtored.To which T ſhall return you a clear 
and full Anſwer in the words of another Arch-Biſhop, the ate learnedL 
Primate of Ireland, © The moſt famous, faith he, (T had almoſt ſaid the 
< only) appellant from Frgland to Rome that we read of before the Con: 

< queſt, was Wilfride Archbiſhop of York, who, notwithſtanding that he 

* gained ſentence upon ſentence at Komre in his Favour z and notwitt- 

= —_ that the Pope did ſend expreſs Nurcio's into England, on put- 

© poſe toſce his ſentence executed; yet he could not obtain his reſtitution 

* or the benefit of his ſentence for ſix years during the Raigns of King 

© Egbert and Alfrede his ſon, Yea King Alf#ede told the Popes Nuncio's ex- 

* prelly, That he honoured them as his Parents for their grave lives and -- 
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© nowrable aſpes ;, but he could not give any aſſent to their Legation , becauſe , ta ths 
« it was againſt reaſon, that a perſon twice condemned by the whole Conncil ©, Ax.qos, 
« of the Engliſh ſhould be reſtored upon the Popes letter. If they had believed 
« the Pope to be their competent Judge, either as Univerſal Morareh, or fo 
*much as Patriarch of Brittain, or any more then an honourable Arbitra- 
© tour (which all the Patriarchs were, even without the bounds of their 
* proper juriſdiftions) How comes it to pals that two Kings ſucceſſively, 
© 2nd the great Conncrls of the Kingdom, and the other Archbiſhop Theo- 
© lore with all the prime Eccleſraſticks, and the flower of the Ergliſh Clergy, 
* did ſo long and ſo reſolutely oppoſe ſo many ſentences and meſſages 
* om Rome, and condemn him twice whom the Pope had ablolved ? Con- 
« fider that Wilfride was an Archbiſbop, not an Trferionr Clerk; and if an 
* appeal from England to Rome had been proper or lawful in any caſe, it 
*had been ſo.in this caſe. But it was otherwiſe determined by thoſe 
*who were moſt concerned. Malmsburyſuppoleth, either by Inſpiration, 
© or upon his own head, that the Ki7g and the Archbiſhop Theodore, were 
* ſmitten with remorſe before their deaths, for the injury done to W7l- 
* fide, and the lighting the Popes ſentence, letter, and Legats, But the 
* contrary is moſt apparently true; For firſt, it was not King Alfrede 
© alone, but the great Conncil of the Kingdome allo; not Theodore alone, 
* but the main body of the Clergy, that oppoſed the Popes letter, and the 
* reſtitution of Wilfride in that manner as it was decreed at Rome, Se- 
* condly, after Alfrede and Theodore were both dead, we find the Popes 
*ſentence, and Wilfrides reſtitution, ſtill oppoſed by the ſurviving Biſhops 
*in the Raign of Alfredes ſon. To clear the marter paſt contradiction, 
*let us conſider the ground of this long and bitter contention 3 Wilfride 
* the Archbiſhop was become a great Plaraliſt, and had ingroſled into his 
*hands too many Eccleſiaſtical Dignities. 'The King and the Church of 
© Eygland thought fit to deprive him of ſome of them, and toconfer them 
*upon others. ilfride appealed from their ſentence to Rome. The 
* Pope gave ſentence after ſentence in favour of Wilfride. . But for all his 
*ſentences,he was not, he could not be reſtored, untill he had quitted 
*two of his Monaſteries which were in Queſtion, Hongeſtil/dean, and 
© Riporr, which of all others he loved moſt dearly, and where he was after- 
*wards interred. This was not a Conqueſt, but aplain waving of his 
*ſentences from Rowe, and yielding of the Qreſtion ; for thoſe had been 
© the chief cauſes of the ar þ So the King and the Church after 
* Alfredes death ſtill made good his concluſion, That it was againſt rea- 
©{on, that a perſon twice condemned by the whole Conrcil of S Engliſh, 
* ſhould be reſtored upon the Popes Bu//, And as he did not, ſoneither 


"did they give any aflent to the Popes Legation, This I hope may 


ſuffice as a moſt ſufhcicnt Anſwer to your Objection from Wilfrides Ap- 
peal, 
But you would ſeem to urge yet further for the ancient ſubjeftion of 9. 16. 
Britain to the Church of Rome, inthele words, Again, s zt not manifeſt out 
of birz (Bede), that even the Primitive original Taſtitution of our Engliſh Bj- 3d (1, 6.298 . 
ſhops is from Rome? And for this you cite a letter of Pope Gregory 1. to 
Auguſtine the Monk, whom you call our Engliſh Apoſtle 5 in which Gregory 
grants to him the uſe of the Pall,the proper badge or ſign of Archiepiſcopal Dig- 
nity, and that he condeſcended, that heſhould ordain twelve Biſhops under his p, 1ge, 
JuriſdiQion, &c, Behold here, ſay you, the original Charter, as I may ſay, of 
the Primacy of Canterbury 3 in this Letter aud Mandate of the Pope it is 
| | Gee foinded ; 


414 | Of the Roman ( burches Authority, Part 1], 


founded; nor can it with any colour of reaſon be drawn from other origin, 
And by vertue of this Grant, have all the ſucceeding Biſhops of that See enjoyn'd 
the Dignity and Authority of Primats of this Nation. From whence you 
very civilly charge tis Lordſhip, either with groſs Ignorance if be knew it 
not ; or with great Ingratitude if he knew it. To which I Anſwer ; that 
his Lordſhip knowing this no doubt very well, that Gregory lent Auſtin in. 
to England,&c.could not from thencethink himſelf bound to ſubmit tothe 
Roman Biſhop ; and it had been more pertinent to your purpoſe, not to 
charge him with Ingratitnde, but with Diſobedjience, For that wag it 
which you ought to prove hence, that the Archbiſhop of Carterbury ought 
ſtill to be ſubject to the Biſhop of Koxre,becaule Gregory 1. made Auguſtine 
the firſt Archbiſhop of Canterbury. A wonderful ſtrong Argument ng 
doubt! which out of charity to you, we muſt further examine ; for you 
tell us, The Original Charter of the Primacy of Canterbury is contained in 
that Grant, To fatisfie you as to this, two things are to be conſidered, 
the Primacy it ſelf, and the exerciſe of it by a particular perlon in ſome 
particular place. If you ſpeak of the Primacy it lelt, z.e. the indepen. 
dent right of Governing the Churches within the Provinces of Britain, then 
we utterly deny that this was contained in that Grant. For Britain 
having beena Province before, in which Biſhops did Govern Independently 
on any Forrein Biſhop, no Forrein Biſhops could take away that Pr:viledy 
from it.I will not ſtand here to deduce the Hiſtory of the Biſhops ot Britain, 
before Auguſtines coming into England ;” but it 1s as certain that there 
were ſuch, asit is that St. Augſtize ever came hither. For not only all 
our own Hiſtorians and Bede himſelf confeſs it 5 but it is moſt evident 
from the ſubſcriptions of three of them to the firſt Conncil of Arles, Eboriu 
of Tork, Reſtitutus of London, and Adelfius de civitate Colonia Londinenſmn 
(which ſome will have to be a miſtake for Colonia Camaloduni, whetherby 
that,Colcheſter, Maldon,or Wincheſter be meant as it is differently thought) 
from the preſence of ſome of them at the Sardicar Synod and the Conneil 
of Ariminun, as appears by Athanaſius and others ; but this I ſuppoſe you 
will not deny, that there were Biſhops in England before Auſtin came. And, 
that theſe Biſhops had then no dependence on the Sce of Rome, if it were 
not ſufficiently evident from other — the relation of the pro- 
ceedings in Bede himſelf between Azſtin and them, about ſubmiſſion, 
would abundantly diſcover, as likewiſe that there was then an Archbiſhop 
with Metropoliticalporer over them, whoſe ancient ſeat had been Caerlcon, 
But I conſider not this Prixzacy now as in any particular place,but in gener- 
al as belonging to the Provinces of Britain, which I fay had a Prizacybe- 
longing toit, (whether at Tork or Lozdon is not material) at the time of 
the Conncil of Nice (according to what hath been formerly ſaid about the 
ſtate of Churches then) now the Conncil of Nice takes care that the privi- 
ledges of all Churches ſhould be preſervcd, i.e, That where there had been 
a Primacy it {hould fo continue. Now therefore I ask, How came this 
priviledge of Britain to be Joſt,which was not only confirmed with others 
by the Nicere Conncil, but by that of Chalcedon and Epheſws, in which the 
ancient priviledges of Churches are ſecured ? what right had Ws the 
Monk to caſlate the ancient Aetropolitical power of the Britannick Church, 
and to require abſolute ſubjeftionto himſelf? If the Pope made him Arch- 
biſhop of Canterbury, by what right was he Primate over the Britain 
Church 2 How came the Archbiſhop then in being to loſe his Primacy by 
Auſtins coming into England ? Was it becaule the Britannick Church ws 
t 


_ cw _£ A SE Gs As wo em ac ia a= 2 .]-7> £4 ooo aaa ma a macs @acc 2wam as a. a£ i 


__— " "nn 


© WV 8 DF ic 2 . 


Chap. V.. Of the Roman Churches Authority, 415 


then oyer-run With Pagar-Saxons, and the viſible power of it confined to 
2 narrow compatls 2 Yet I doubt not, but there were many Brittifh Chriſt i- 
ans living here among the Saxors, though oppreſled by:them, as they 
were after by the Nor-rars(tor,Whereis it that any conquelt hath carried 
away all the inhabitants?) and that theſe did many of them retain their 
Clriſtianily, though not daring publickly to own it, there are many not 
improbable circumſtances to lead us to ſuppoſe, | But we will grant that 
theface of the Britarnick Church was only in Wales ; what follows thence > 
that the whole Province had loſt its right ? Let us ſuppole a caſe like this ; 
asthat the Church of Rowe ſhould be over-run with a Barbarous people 
(as it was by the Goths and Vandals ) and the inhabitants deſtroyed ; theſe 
Barbarous people continuing in poſlefiwon of it, and that a Biſhop ſhould 
have been bo from Britain to convert them to the Faith, and upon their 
Converſion to Govern thoſe Churches, and ſhould be made Biſhop of that 
place by the Brittiſh Biſhops ; Whether would he be bound to continue al- 
wayes in ſubjection to them or no? It not 3 but you ſay, by his ſucceſſion 
inthe See of Rome he enjoyes the priviledges of that See, though the inha- 
bitants be altered z the ſame I ſay of the Britarmick, Churches, though the 
inhabitants were altered, and Saxons ſucceeded the Britains, yet the pri- 
viledge of the Church remains {till asto its Primacy and Independency. 
And therefore the Popes making Augaſtine Archbiſhop, ſo as to give him 
withall the Frimacy over the Churches in the Province of Britain, was an 


| Uarpation upon the rights of our Church, which had an abſolute and Inde- 


pendent Primacy Within it ſelf; as it was in the cafe of the Cypriar Biſhop. 
4s ſuppoſing thoſe ancient Sects of Churches which are over-run with 
Twks ſhould again be converted to Chriſtianity, the Biſhops of thoſe 
Churches as of Epheſus or the like would enjoy the fame rights which the 
ancient Biſhops had 3 ſo we fay it was in our caſe, though the Nation was 
then over-ſpread with Paganiſm, yer Chriftzanity returning, the priviledges 
of our Chxrches did return withit 3 and whoſoever were rightly conſe- 
crated Biſhops of them would enjoy the ſame rights which they did before. 
So that Gregory might make Auſtiz a Biſhop and ſend him to convert this 
Nation, by which he was capable to Govern the Churches here which he 
did convert, but he could not give to him the right over theſe Churches, 
— Gregory had no power over himſelf; neither could 4»ſtix or any 
other Archbiſhop of Canterbury give away the Primacy of England by fub- 
mitting himſelf to the Roman See. What therefore is Gregories GPant 
to Auſtin, to the Primacy of Exgland 2 If you ask then, How the Arch- 
biſbops of Canterbury come to be Primates of England 2 | Anlwer, 1. This 
ſrimacy muſt be lodged ſomewhere; and it is not unalterably. fixed to 
any certain place, becauſe the Primacy belongs to the Church and not to a 
particular See. 2, It is in the power of Princes to fix the Metropolitan 
Fe ir. what place is judged moſt convenient ; thence have been the fre- 
quent removes of Epiſcopal and Archiepiſcopal See's 5 as is evident in many 
examples in Ecclefaſtical hiſtory, particularly in Juſtiniana Prima made a 
Metropolis by Juſtmian. 3. Where ever the Primacy is lodged it retains 
ts avciext prizzledges ; fothat there is no need of a ſucceſſion of our Arch- 
biſſo>s from the Brittiſh Archbiſhops of Caerleon to preſerve the Brittiſh 
Primacy; but that See being removed by the Power of Princes 5 the Pri- 
macy (till remains the ſame, that it was in the Brittifh Actropolttans. And 
tus] hope I have ſnewn you, that the Original Charter of the Archbiſhop of 

Canterbury's Pramacy, was not contained inthe Popes grantto Anſtir. 
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From hence we proceed again to the caſe of the Aſtican Churches , 4, 
(as his Lordſhip faith) the African Prelates finding that all ſucceeding Popes 
were not of Melchiades his temper, ſet themſelves to aſſert their own libertjs, 
and held it out ſtoutly againſt Zoziraus, Boniface 1, aud Czxleſtine 1, why 
were ſucceſfroely Biſhops of Rome. At laſt, it was concluded in the fixth 
Council of Carthage, (wherein were aſſembled two hundred and ſeventey, 
Biſhops, of which $t. Auguſtine himſelf was one ) that they would not give way 
to ſuch a manifeſt encroachment upon their rights and liberties 5 and there. 
upon gave preſent notice to Czleſtine to forbear ſending his Officers amon 
them, leſt he ſhould ſeem to induce the ſwelling pride of the World intoti, 
Church of Chriſt. And this is ſaid to have amounted into a formal ſcparatigy 
from the Church of Rome 3 and to have continued for the ſpace of ſomenhy 
more then one hundred years. For which his Lordſhip produceth two publick 
inſtruments extant among the ancient Councils ;, the one an Epiſtle from By. 
niface 2. in whoſe time the reconciliation to Rome 7s ſaid to be made by Eu- 
lalius ther: Biſhop of Carthage 5 but the ſeparation, inltigante Diabolo, ly tl, 
Temptation of the Devil. T he other is an exemplar precum, or Copy of the 
Petition of the ſame Eulalius, in which he danms and curſes all thoſe his pr. 
deceſſours which went againſt the Church of Rome. Now his Lordſhip urees 
from hence ;, Either theſe Inſtruments are true, or falſe. Tf they.be falſe, they 
Boniface 2. and his Accomplices at Rome, or ſome for them are notorious for. 
gers, and that of Records of great conſequence to the Government and peace 
the whole Church of Chriſt, and to the perpetual Infamy of that See, and 
this fooliſhly and to no purpoſe - On tbe other ſide, if theſe inſtruments be true, 
then "tis manifeſt that the Church of Africk ſeparated from the Church 
Rome 3 which ſeparation wa either unjuſt, or Juſt ; if unjuſt then $t, Auſtin, 
Eugenius, Fulgentius, and all thoſe Biſhops and other Martyrs which ſufer:d 
in the Vandalike perſecution, dyed in adual and wnrepented Schiſm, and out of 
the Church ; If it were juſt, then is it far more lawful for the Church of Eng- 
land by a National Council to caſt off the Popes Uſurpation.as ſhe did, than it 
was for the African Church te ſeparate ;, becauſe then the African Churchex- 
cepted only againſt the Pride of Rome 7n caſe of Appeals, and two other Canons 
leſs material; but the Church of England excepts (beſides this grievant) 
againſt many corruptions in Dodarine, with which Rome at that time was nt 
tainted. And $t. Auſtin and thoſe other famous men durſt not thus hay 
ſeparated from Rome, had the Pope had that powerful Principality over the 
whole Church of Chriſt, and that by Chriſts own Ordinance and Inſtitution s 
A. C. pretends he had, This 1s the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips dilcourle to 
which we muſt conſider what Antwer you return. Which in ſhort is, 
That you. dare not aſſert the credit of thoſe two Inſtruments, but are ver 
willing to think them forgeries ;, but you ſay,the $chiſmatical ſeparation of the 
African Church from the Roman is inconſiſtent with the truth of ſlory, and 
confuted by many pregnant aud undeniable inſtances, which prove that the 
Africans notwithſtanding the context in the ſixth Council of Carthage tou: 
ing matter of Appeals, were alwayes in true Catholick Communion with the 
Roman Church, even daring the term of this pretended ſeparation. For which 
you produce the Teſtimony of Pope Cxleſtine concerning $t. Auſtin, the pro- 
ceeding of Pope Leo in the caſe of Lupicinus, the Teſt imonies of Eugenius, 
Fulgentius, Gregory, and the preſence of ſore Atrican Biſhops at Rone, 
Toall whichI Anſwer ; that either the African Fathers gGid perlilt in the 
decree of the Council of Carthage, or they did not : if they did perfiſt in 
it, and no ſeparation followed.z thn the caſting off the Uſurpations of the 
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Koman Sce cannot incur the guilt of Schiſze 3, for theſe Africar Biſhop's did 
that, and 1t ſeems continued {till in the Roman Communion ; by which it 
evident that the Roman Church was not lo far degenerated then as at- 
terwards, or that the Authority of thole perſons was fo great in the 
Church, that the Koman Biſhops durſt not openly break with them, which 
«a ſufficient account of what C#leſtine faith concerning St. Auſtiz, that he 
lived and dyed 1n the Communion of the Roman Church, It you ſay the 


 realon why they were in Communion with the Roman Church was becauſe 


they did not perſiſt; you muſt prove it by better inſtances then you have 

here brought 3 for ſome of them are ſufficient proofs of the contrary. As 

appears by the cale of Lupicinus an African Biſhop appealing to Leo, who neoep.87, c.4, 
indeed was willing enough to receive him 3 but what of that ? Did not 

the African Biſhops of Manritania Ceſarienſts excommunicate him notwith- 

ſtanding that appeal, and ordained another in his place 3 and therefore 

the Pope very fairly ſends him back to be tryed by the Biſhops of his Pro- . 
vince, Which inſtance as it argues the Popes willingneſs to have brought 

up Appeals among them, fo it thews the continuance of their ſtoutnels in 

oppoling them. And even Pope Gregory lo long after, though in his time Greg/.t ep.74 
the buſineſs of Appeals was much —_ at Rome; yet he dares not 
challenge them from the Biſhops of Africa, but yields to them the enjoy- 
ment of thoſe priviledgcs which they faid - they had enjoyed from the 
#poſtles times. And the teſtimonies of Exgenizs, and Fulgentius imply no- 
thing of ſubjection to Rome, but a Preeminence which that Church had 

tbove all others, which it might have without the other ; as Loxdox may 

| hope be the Head-City of England, and yet all other Cities not expreſs 
ſubjection to it. But if after that Council of Carthage the Biſhops of Rome 

did by degrees encroach upon the liberties of the African Churches, there 

isthis ſufficient account to be given of it 3 that as the Roxzar Biſhops were 

alwayes watchful to take advantages to inhance their power, and that 

epccially when other Churches were ina ſuffering condition, fo a fit op- 

portunity fell out for them to do it in Africa; For not long after that 

Council of Carthage. tell out that diſmal perſecution of the African Churches 

by the irruption of the Yardals ;, in which all the Catholick Biſhops were 

baniſhed out of Africa, or lived under great ſufferings; and by a ſtrict 

edift of Gerſericxs, no new Biſhops were ſuticred to be ordained in the 

places of the former. This now was a fair _—_— for the Biſhop of 

Rome toadvance his Authority among the ſuffering Biſhops; St. Peters 

pretended $xcceſſour loving to fiſh in troubled waters , and it being fatal 

to Rowe from the firſt Foundation of it, to advance her elf by the ruins 

of other places. 

But we are call'd off from the ruins of other Churches, to obſerve the 58. 18; 

methods whereby the Popes grew great under the Emperonrs which his 

Lordſhip gives an account of from Conſtantines time to Charles the Great, 

about five hundred years, which begins thus, So ſoon as the Emperonrs be- | 
care cnt ron, the Church began to be put in better order ; For the calling ** 575-9 1% 
and Authority of Biſhops over the Inferiour Clergy , that was a thing of 

krown uſe and benefit for preſervation of Unity and Peace in the Church, 

Which was confeſſed by St. Hierom himfelf, and ſoſcttled in mens minds from 

the very Infancy of the Church, that it had not been to that time contraditted 

by ny. Theonly difficulty then was to accommotlate the places and preceden- 

cies of Biſhops, among themſelves, for the very neceſſity of order and Govern- 

ment, To do this the moſt equal and impartial way was that as the Church is 
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in the Common-wealth, not the Common-wealth in it, (as Optatus tcl; a) 
So the Honours of the Church ſhonld follow the Honours of the State: and 
ſo it was inſinuated if not ordered (as appears) by the Canons of the Council, 
of Chalcedon and Antioch. And this was the very Fountain of the Papal 
Greatneſs; the Pope having his Reſidence in the great Imperial City, zy 
Precedency is one thing, and Authority another ;, It was thought fit therefore 
that among Bifhops there ſhould be a certain ſubordination and ſubjeFion 
The Empire therefore being caſt into ſeveral Diviſions (which they call'd Dig. 
ceſes ) every Dioceſe contained ſeveral Provinces, every Province ſeveral $i. 
ſropricks ; The chief of a Dioceſe was call d"EZzex&, and ſometimes a Patri. 
arch; the chief of a Province a Metropolitan; next the Bifhops in their ſever. 
al Dioceſes ( as we now uſe that word), among theſe there was efſcual ſub- 
jeTion reſpe@ively grounded upon Canon, and Poſitive Law, in their ſever 
Quarters ;, but over them,none at all all the Difference there,was but Hong. 
rary z0t Authoritative. To all this part of his Lordſhips Diſcourſe, you 
only ſay, That it is founded upon his own conjeural preſumptions more they 
pon any thing elſe , and that you have ſhewed a far different Fountain of the 
Popes Authority from Tu es Petrus,& ſuper hanc Petram, @&c. Theme 
ing of what you ſay, is, That his Lordſhips Diſcourſe hath too much 
Truth and Reaſon to be Anfwercd folidly ; but bccaule it is againſt the 
Popes intereſt you defic him, and crols your ſelf, and cry,7w es Tetrus, Ge, 
and think,this will prevent its doing you any harm. For if we look for 
one dram of Reaſon againſt it, we muſt look tomewhere elſe then in your 
Book, though you tell us, Ton have op evidenced the contrary ; but when 
and where I muſt profeſs my ſelf toſeek, and I doubt ſhall continue foro 
the end of your Book. But his Lordſhip proceeds. 1f the ambition 
ſome particular perſons did attempt now and then to break, theſe bounds, itis 
no marvel : For no calling can ſandtifie all that hauc it. And Socrates tel; 
ws. that in this way the Biſhops of Alexandria and Rome advanced then- 
ſelves to agreat height miga + itcwrw'n even beyond the quality of Biſhops, "Non 
upon view of ſtory it will appear that what advantage accrewed to Alexandria, 
was gotten by the violence of Theophilus Patriarch there, A man of exceed. 
ing great Learning and no leſs violence and he 11ade no little advantage ou 
of this, that the Empreſs Eudoxia uſed his help for the caſting of $t. Chryke- 
ſtome o#t of Conſtantinople. But the Roman Prelats grew by a ſteady an 
conſtant wat chſulneſs upon all occaſions to increaſe the honour of that See, In- 
terpoſing and aſſuming to themſelves to be Vindices Canonum (as Greg, Na, 
ſpeaks ) Defenders and Reſiorers of the Canons of the Church, which was afat 
pretence and tock extreanly well, But yet the world took notice of this thei 
aim. For in all Conteſtations between the Eaſt and Weſt, which were nt 
forall, ner few, the Weſtern Biſhops obje&ted Levity to the Eaſtern ;, and thy 
again arrogancy to the Biſhops of the Weſt, as Bilius obſerves, and upon wn 
warrantable _—_ For all this, the Biſhop of Rome continued in good 
obedience to the Empcrour, enduring his cenſures and judgements : and being 
choſen by the Clergy and people of Rome, ke accepted ſrom the Emperonr, the 
ratification of that choice. Tnſommnch, that about the year 579. when all [taly 
was 0 fire with the Lombards, and Pelagius the ſecond conſtrained throw 
the neceſſity of the times contrary to the example of his Predeceſſours, to ente 
won the Popedome without the Exrperonrs leave, $t, Gregory then a Deacon 
was ſhortly after ſent on Emtbaſſic to excuſe it. To all theſe things you give 
one general Anfiver, by calling them impertimercies, which is a general 
name for all that you cannot Anliyer. The Popes obedience to the Emperon 
you 
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wſag 1.45 conſt rained, their ratifications of Popes eleions only declaring 
them Canonical, Socrates was a Heretick, the Eaſtern Biſhops partial: This 
the ſubſtance of all you ſay ; whereof the two former are manifeſtly 
cotitrary to the truth of ſtories (as, when you defire it, may at large be 
manifeſted) and the two latter the pitiful ſhifts of ſuch who have nothing 
elſe to ſay. 

But, hough you cannot anſwer particulars, yox ca overthrow his whole 
dfgn (though you cannot Fiddle, it ſeems you can conquer Cities, but 
they muſt be very weak then.) His main deſign, you tell us, is to overthrow 
the Pope's Supremacy, by ſhewing, it was not lawful to appeal to Rome; but 
Catbolick, Authours(to be ſure you are inthe number )ſfame an unanſwerable 
ogument for his Supremacy,even from the contrary thus:it was ever held lawful 
to appeal to Rome in Eccleſiaſtical affairs, from all the parts of Chriſtendom ; 


| therefore, ſay they, The Pope muſt needs be Supreme Judge in Eccleſtaſtical mat- 


ters. This is evidenced out of the 4, and 7, Canons of the Conncil of Sardica, ac- 
counted anciently an Appendix of the Conncil of Nice, and often cited as the 
ſame with it. 

Will you give us leave to come near and handle this unanſwerable argu- 
went alittle ? for perſons of your profeſſion uſe to be very ſhie of that. 
But however, fince it is expoſed to common view, we may take leave to 
doit. And ſeriouſly, upon conſideration of all the parts and circumſtan- 
cs of it, Iam of your mind, without flattering you, that it is am wnau- 
ſerable argument, but quite to another purpoſe than you brought it for, 
wen againſt the Fope's Supremacy, as I ſhall preſently diſcover ; fo that thoſe 
Cutbolick Authors have ſerved you juſt as Lazarilo did his blind Maſter, in 
bidding him leap over the water, that he might run his head ful! butt 
zpainſt the tree. For that which your beſt Authors ſhun as much as may 
be, and uſe their beſt arts to get beſides it, you run blindly, and therefore 
boldly upon it, as though it were an excellent argument to your purpoſe, 
You as The evidence for Appeals, is from the Canons of the pan was. Sy- 
wd, but if this be an unan{werable argument for the Pope's Supremacy. 
1. How come theſe Appeals to be pleaded from the Sardican Synod £2 
2, How come theſe Appeals to be denied, notwithſtanding the Canons of it ? 
The former will prove that the Supremacy, if granted from hence, was not 
acknowledged from Divine Right ;, the latter, that it was #ot univerſally 
acknowledged by the Church after; and therefore both of them will make 
an wwanſwerable argument againſt that which you would prove, viz. the 
Pope's Supremacy. Firlt, If the Pope's Supremacy be evidenced from hence. 
1. How comes it at all to depend on the Canons & 2. Why no ſooner than 
the Canons of Sardica? 3. Why not at all mentioned in them ? 1. How 
comes the Pope's Supremacy, if of Divine Right, to depend at all upon the 
Canons of the Church? We had thought it had been much more to your 
purpoſe, not to have mentioned any Can0#s at all of the Church abont it, 

t to have produced evidences, that this was conſtantly acknowledged 
a of Divine Inſtztution. But we muſt bear with you, in not producing 
that which is not to be found. For nothing can be more apparent, than 
that when the Popes began to pierk up, they pleaded nothing but ſome Ca- 
noxs of the Church for what they did, as J=livs to the Oriental Biſhops, 
Lifimus to the African, and ſo others. If it had been ever thought then, 
that this Supremacy was of Divine Right ; What ſenlelels men were thele, 
to make uſe of the worlt pleas, and never mention the beſt, For, ſuppo- 


ling they had ſuch a S»prewacy granted them by the Canons of the my 
th 
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Doth not this imply that their anthority did depend upon the Churche, 
grant ? and, what the Chxrch might give for her own conveniency, 

might take it away, when ſhe ſaw ir abuſed to her apparent prejudice, 
And therefore if they had thought that God had commanded all Church, 
tobe ſubje& to them, it was weakly done of them to plead nothing þ,, 
the Canons of the Church for it. 2. Why no ſooner than the Canoy; 


ua — [1 


Sardica? Was the Church of Rome without her Supremacy till that time) 
Will no Cazors of the Church evidence it before them 2 When this Cory 
was not held till eleven years after the death of Conſtawtine. Had the py, 
no right of Appeals till it was decreed here ? Tes, Zolimus pleads the Niyey, 
Canons for it, But upon what grounds, will appear ſuddenly. 3. Why i, 
not the Pope's Supremacy mentioned as the ground of thele Appeals they 

Certainly thoſe Weſtern Biſhops, who made thole Canons, ſhould haye gyj 
recognized the Divine Right of the Pope's Supremacy 3 and not made a (;. 
01 inſucha manner as they do ; that would make any one be confidey 
they never knew the Popes Supremacy. For their decree runs thus ; 7, 
in caſe any Biſhop thought himſelf unjuſtly condemn. 


Et 5 « [7 wg —_ bk age if it ſeem good to you, let us honour the memory of Pets 
Zodns, hire 5 Amos mv wriwey The Apoſtle, that it be written by thoſe who have Judeed 
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LILLY any 2 TY wy Twy the cauſe, to Julius the Biſhop of Rome s and if tt ſeem 
EmooTy Powneyusts good, let the judgement be renewed, and let i/:m q. 


mw!, 6 ior dvantoTnv ao 7 dies cigior point ſuch as nay take COOmtzance of it, Were thele 
<; emyrouery dv73; maze, Concil, men mad to make fuch a Caron as this, if they be- 


Sardic. C, 3+ 


lieved the Popes Supremacy of Divine Tnſtitutim? 
What a dwindling exprefiion is that, for the Head of the Chwrch, to call hin 
Biſhop of Rome only, when a matter concerning his Supremacy Is decreeing 
And why to Julizs Biſhop of Rome, I pray ? Had it not been better to$.re- 
ter's ſucceſſor. whoſoever he be? 1o it would have been, nodoubt, if they 
bad intended a Divine or Univerſal Right. And why for the honour of 
F, Peter's memory? Had it not been more becoming them to have ſaid, 
out of obedicnce to Chriſt's Commands, which made him Head of the Church: 
And all this come in with an « 4s, if 7t pleaſe you £ What, if it pleaſe you, 
Whether the Pope ihould be Univerſul Paſtor, or no ? If it pleaſe you, Whe- 
ther the Church ſhould be built ſuper harc Petra, or no? If it pleaſe yu, 
Whether the Biſhop of Rome ſucceeds $8. Peter, or no ? Are thele the men 
that give ſuch evidence for the Popes Supremacy? You had better bytar 
never mention them ; for if that was the Leſſor they had to ſay, never any 
Boyes at School ſaid their Leſſon worle than they do. They wanted ſuch s 
you among them, to have penned their Caron for them 3 and nodoubtit 
had run ina better ſtrain; For as zach as our Lord and Saviour did appoint 
$, Pcter Head f the Church, and the Biſhop of Rome to ſucced hint as Chriſt 
Vicar upon earth ;, theſe are to let you know that he hath an abſolute power ly 
Divine Right over all perſons and cauſes, and that men are bound to obey hin 
upon pain of eternal damnation, This had been ſomething like, if you could 
have found in ſome Canons of the Church ;, but, to produce a poor ſneak: 
ing, If #t pleaſe you, What do you elſe but betray the 24ajeſty and Grandew 
of your Church? And yet after all this, no ſich thing as abſolute 4}: 
peals to Rome are decreed here neither, but only that the Biſhop of Kome 
ſhould have power toreview the caſe; andin caſe it was thought neceF 
lary, that other perſons ſhould be appointed to examine it. But, How 
much a Kevzew ditters from an Appeal, and that nothing but a power tore 
view cales is here given tothe Biſhop of Rome; are fully manifeſted by 
Petri 
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retrus de Marca, to whom I again referr you. So that we ſee from hence der goa 
you have very comfortable evidence for the Pope's SUPremacy. ; pang + 
2. Suppoſe it had been decreed here, you had not gained much by it ;, 7, &c 
Becauſe, notwithſtanding this decree, it was far ſrom being acknowledged 1.7.6.4. ſeft.s, 
by the Univerſal Church, Which I prove from hence, That the Sardicaw ** 20 
Canons were not received by the Church : Nothing can be more evident. 
than that theſe Canons were not lo much as known by the 4ſricar Biſhops, 
when Pope Zoſemas fraudulently {cnt them under the name of the Nicene 
Canons; inforuch that Cxſavis queſtions, Whether ever any ſuch thing SINE Ca 
were determined by the Sardican Synod or no: And it appears by S. Au- ** 70m 
in, that the Council of Sardica was of no great credit in Africa; tor when 
Fortunius the Donatiſt-Biſl op would prove that the Sardican Synod had 58 ©: 163+ 
written to lome of thoir party, becauſe one Donatas was mentioned in it ; 
$. Auſtin tells him, It was a Synod of Arrians ; by which it ſeems very im- contra Creſe: 
probable, that they had ever received the decrees of the Weſtern, but only 1.3.c. 34. 
ofthe Eaſtern part of ir, which adjourned to Philippopolis. Neither was this 46 44s 
ever acknowledged tor an Oecymenical Conncil, tor although it was 1n- 
tended for ſach by the Emrperonys, Conſtans, and Conſtantixs, yet but 70. of 
the Faſter Biſhops appeared ti 30c, of the Weſtern ; and thoſe Eafterr: 
Ziſbops loon withurew from the other, and decreed things directly con- 
traryto the ether, $0o that Balſawon and Zonarws, as well as the elder 
Greeks, ſay, The decrees of it can at moſt only bind the Weſtern Churches 
ind the arrogating of this power of revicwing cauſes decided by the Ea- 
fern Churches by Weſtern Biſhops, was apparently the cauſe of the divi- 
jons between them ; the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches being after this 
divided by the Alpes Succie between Thyrirum and Thracia, And, although 
Hilary and Epiphanixs exprelly call this a Weſtern Council, yet it was a lon 
time, before the Cayons of it were received in the Weſterx Church. Which 
is ſuppoſed to be the reaſon, Why Zoſezmns would not mention the Sard:- 
can, but called them the Nicene Canons 3 which forgery was ſufhciently de- 
tected by the African Biſhops, And it is the worſt of all excules, to lay 
the blame of it (as you do) on the Pope's Secretary; for, Do you think 
Pope Zoſimns was lo careleſs of his buſineſs, as not to look over the Comme- 
aitoriuce , which Fanſtizzs carried with him? Do you think Fanſtinus 
would not have corrected the fault when the African Biſhops boggled lo at 
It? What made him ſo unwilling that they ſhould ſend into the i tO Cx- 
amine the Nicene Canons, but intreated them to leave the buſineſs wholly with 
the Pope, if he Were not conſcious of ſome forgery in the bulineſs? Bur, 
jou ſay, as a further plea in Zeſezrws his excuſe, That the Council of Sardica 
ws an Appendix to the Nicene Council rather than otherwiſe. An excellent 
Apendix.made at two and twenty years diſtance from the other, and cal- 
led by other Emperors, conſiſting of many other perſons, and aflembled 
upon a quite difterent occaſion. If this had been an Appendix to the Ni- 
(tne Council, How comes that to have but twenty Canons & How came 
Atticus and Cyril/zs not tolend thele with the other 2 How come all the 
Copies of Conneils and Canons to diſtinguiſh them 2 How came they 
nt to be contained in the Code of Canons, produced in the Council of Chal- 
(«dor, in the cauſe of Baſſranws and Stephanys* If this were the ſame 
Council,becauſe ſome of the ſame things were determined, How comes that 
I Tral/o not to be the fame with the 6. Oecumenical * How comes the 
Council of Antioch not to be an Appendix to the Conncil of Nice, if this was; 
When it was celebrated before this, and the Canons of it inſerted in the 
Hhh Code 
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Code of Canons owned by the Conncil of Chalcedon ® So that by all the 
ſhifts and arts you can uſe, you cannot excuſe Zoſemus from Impoſture in 
ſending theſe Sardicar under the name of the Nicene Canons. And, on what 
account the Pope ſatisfied the Canons then, 1s apparent cnough, viz, for 
the advancing the Intereſfof his See; and this the African Fathers did as eq. 
fily diſcern afterwards, as we do now, But by this we ſee, What pood 
Foundations the Pope's claim of Supremacy had then, and what arts (yg 
to ſay frauds) they were beholding to for ſetting it up, cven as great 1; 
they have ſince made uſe of to maintain it. 


Cuay: VI. 
Of the Title of Univerſal Biſhop, 


Te what ſenſe the Title of Univerſal Biſhop was taken in Antiquity. A thre. 
fold acceptation of it ;, as importing 1. A general care over the Chriſtian 
Churches, which 3s attributed to other Catholick Biſhops by Antiquity beſides 
the Biſhop of Rome, as is largely proved. 2. A peculiar dignity over the 
Churches within the Roman Empire. This accounted then Occumenical, 
thence the Biſhops of the ſeat of the Empire called Oecumenical Biſhops : and 
ſometimes of other Patriarchal Churches. 3. Noting Oniverſal Juriſdifion 
over the whole Church as Head of it, ſo never gives in Antiquity to the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome. The ground of the Conteſt about this Title between the Biſtys 
of Rome and Conſtantinople. Of the proceedings of the Council of Chal- 
cedon, about the Popes Supremacy. Of the Grammatical and Metaphori- 
cal ſenſe of this Title, Many arguments to prove it impoſſible that 8, Gre- 
gory ſhould underſtand it in the Grammatical jenſe. he great alſurdities 
conſequent upon it, $, Gregory s Reaſons proved to hold 4gainſt i hat ſenſe 
of 1t which 3s admitted in the Church of Rome, Of Irenxus h1s oppoſiti- 
on to Vitor. Victor's excommunicating the Aſian Biſhops, argues no at 
thority he had over them. What the more powerful princi p.lity in Ireqzus 
#5, Ruffinus his Interpretation of the 6. Nicene Canon vindicated, Tix 
Suburbicary Churches cannot be underſtood of all the Churches in the Ro- 
man Empire. The Pope no Infallible ſucceſſor of $, Peter, nor ſo acknow- 
ledged to be by Epiphanius. $.Peter had no Supremacy of Power over the 


Apoſiles, 


Is Lordſhip having undertaken to give an account, How the Pope: 
; roſe by degrees to their Greatneſſunder the Chriſtian Emperonrs; n 


. proſecution of that, neceſlarily falls upon the Title of Univerſal Biſhop at- 


tected by John the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and condemned by Peli 
gius 1, and Gregory 2, This you call a trite and beatenway, becaulc I lup 
poſe the truth is fo plain and evident in it ; but withall, you tell us, This 
OljeFion hath been ſatisfied a hundred times over; if you had faid, the ſame 
Anſwer had been repeated fo often over, you had ſaid true ; but if youlay, 
that it hath been ſatisfied once, you ſay more than you are able to defend, 
as will evidently appear by your very unſatisfa&tory Anſiver, which at lalt 
you give toit. So that if none of your party have been any wiſer than 
your ſelf inthis matter 3 I amſo far from being ſatisfied with what they lay, 
that I canonly pitty thoſe perſons, whoſe intereſt ſwayes their underſtand: 

ings 
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ings {0 much (or at leaſt their expreſſions) as to make them fay an thing 
that ſeems to be for their purpoſe, though in it ſelf never fo ſenſelels Or un- 
reaſonable. And I can ſcarce hold my ſelf from ſaying with the Oratonr, 
when a like Objection to this was offered him, becayſe multitudes had 
laid ſo, Qraſt verd quidgnam ſit tam valde, quam nihil ſapere, vulgare, That 
truth and reaſon are the greateſt Novelties in the world. For ſerioufly, 
Were it poſſible for men of common underſtanding, to reſt ſatisfied with 
ſuch pitiful ſhifts as you are fain to make, if they would but uſe any free- 
dom in enquiring, and any liberty of judging when they had done? 
But when once men have given (not toſay ſold away) the exercile of their 
free reaſon, by addicting themlelves to a particular intereſt, there can 
ſcarce any thing be imagmed ſo abſurd, but it paſſeth currently from one 
toanother, becauſe they are bound to receive all blindfold, and in the 
ame manner to deliver it toothers, By which means it is an cafie mat- 
ter, for the greateſt nonſenſe and contradictions to be ſaid a hundred times 
over. And, Whether it be not fo inthe preſent caſe, is that we are now to 
enquire into. And for the ſame ends which you propole to your ſelf, viz. 
that alf obſcurity may be taken away, and the truth clearly appear ;, I (hall in 
the firſt place ſet down, What his Lordſhip ſaith, and then diſtinctly ex- 
amine What you reply in Anſwer to it. Thus then his Lordſhip pro- 
ceeds. About this time brake out the ambition of John Patriarch of Conttan- 
tinople, affeFFing to be Univerſal Biſhop. He was conntenanced in this by 
Mauricius the Emperonr, but ſowrely oppoſed by Pelagius, and $. Gregory < 
Iſomuch that $. Gregory plainlyſayes, That this Pride of his ſhews that the 
times ef Antichriſt were near. So as yet (and this was near upon the point 
if ſx hundred years after Chriſt ) there was no Univerſal Biſhop; no one Mo- 
narch over the whole Militant Church. But Mauricius being depgſed and 
murthered by Phocas 3 Phocas conferred upon Boniface the third, that very 
Honour which two of his predeceſſors had declaimed againſt as monſtrous and 
blſpherrows, if not Antichriſtian, Where, by the way, either theſe two Popes, 
Pelagius and $, Gregory erred in this weighty buſineſs , about an Univerſal 
Biſkop over the whole Church : Or, if they did not erre, Boniface and the reſt, 
which after him took it upon them, were in their very predeceſſors judgement 
Antichriſtian. Pctore you come to a particular Anſwer, you think it ne- 
cellary to make a way for it, by premiling two things. 1. That the Title of 
Univerſal Biſhop, was anciently attributed to the Biſhops of Rome 3 but they 
never made uſe of it, 2. That the ancient Biſhops of Conſtantinople xever in- 
tended by this uſurped Title, to deny the Popes Univerſal Authority, even over 
thenſelves. Thelc two things I ſhall therefore confider,becaule they tend 
much to the clearing the main Controverlie. I begin therefore with the 
Title of Univerſal Filbop attributcd tothe Biſhop of Rome; and before [ an- 
wer your particular allegations, we mult more fully confider,in what ſenſe 
that title of Univerſal Biſhops was taken in Antiquity, and in what manner 
It was attributed to him. For when titles have ditferent ſenſes, and thoſe 
lenſes evidently made uſe of by the ancient Writers, it is a moſt unreaſon- 
able thing meerly from the title to inferr one determinate ſenſe, which is 
the moſt contrary to the current of Antiquity. The title then of Vniver- 
a Biſhop, may be conceived to import one of theſe three things. 1. A ge- 
meral care and ſolicitade over all the Churches of the Chriſtian world. 2. 4 pe- 
culiar dignity over the Churches within the Empire. 3. Univerſal Tariſdifion 
"r all Churches, fo that all excrciſe of it inthe Churchis derivative from 
lim as Univerſal Paſtor and Head of the Church, This laſt is that which 
Hhh 2 you 
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you attribute to the Pope 3 and though you find the name of Univeyſyy 
Biſhop a bundred times over, in the records of the Church, yet if it be taken 
in cither of the two former lenfes, it makes nothing at all to your purpoſe, 
Our buſineſs is therefore now, to ſhew, that this title was uſed in the 
Church in the two former ſenſes ; and thatnothing from hence can be jq. 
ferred for that Oecumenical Paſtorſhip, which you ſay, doth, of Diyine 
Right,belong to the Biſhop of Rome, 

'W.» [ begin with the firſt,as this Title may import a gereral care and ſolicitug 
over all th:Chriſtian Churches:and I deny not but in this fenlc this title might 
be attributed in Aztiquity to the Biyop of Rome z but then I alert, that 
nothing peculiar to him can be inferred from hence, becauſe cxpreflions 
importing thcſame care, arc attributed to other Biſhops, eſpecially ſuc 
who were placed in the greater Sees, or were active in promoting the 
Churches intereſt. For which we mult conlider, that power and authority 
in the Biſhops of the Church,js ggycn with an immediate reſpect tothe good 
of the whole Church ;, ſo that E were polltible that every particular Biſty 
could take care of the whole Chyrch, they have authority enough by their 
Fund ion to do its But it not only being impothible that every B:ſhop ſhould 
do it, but it being inconſiſtent with peace and order, that all ſhould under. 
take it ; therefore it was necellary that therc ſhould be ſome reltraints and 
bounds ſct, for the more convenient maragement of that authority which 
they had. From hence came the Original of particular Dioceſes, that 
within ſuch a compaſs they might better excrcile that power which they 
enjoyed. As if many lights be placed ina great Room, though the intey- 
tion of cvery one of theſe is to give light to the whole Room ; yet that thi 
might the better be done, theſe lights are conveniently placed in the fre- 
ral parts of it. And this is that whichS. Cyprian means in that famousex- 

preflion'of his, That there is Lat one Biſheprick in the whole world, a partof 
which is keld by cvery Biſhop ; For the Church in common is deſigned as the 
Dioceſe of all Biſhops, which 1s ſet out into ſeveral appartiments for the 
more advantagious governing cf it. Asa flock of many thouſand ſheep, 
being committed to the care of many Shepherds, theſe all hare 
an eye to the good of the whole Flock, but do not therefore fit altogether 
in one place to over-lce it ; but every one hath his ſhare to look atter, for 
the benefit of the Whole : But yet fo, that upon occalion,one of them may 
extend his care beyond his own diviſion, and may be very uſeful for the 
whole, by counſel and direction. Thus we ſhall find it was in the rim 
tive Church ;, though every Biſhop had his particular Charge , yer (till they 
regarded the common geod of the whole Church, and upon occaliondid 
extend their counſel and advice tar beyond their particular Churches; and 
exerciſed their Functions in other places beſides thofe, which the Churcte: 
convenience had allotted to them. Hence it was, that, diſlentions ariling 
"OY between the Afar and Roman Churckesr, Polycarp comes to Kowe, and 
cap. 24, @— TNETe, as Enſebixs from Irenews tells us, He exerciſed with Anicetus his cot- 
Ner.inl. fent, his Epiſcopal Function. For,as Yaleſews obſerves, it cannot be under- 
[tood, as Franciſcus Florens would have it,of his receiving the Enchariſt fron 
Anicetus, but ſomething of hozour is implied in the word mg:30er7r, where: 
asthere was nothing but what was common in the other. Hence the le- 
veral Epiſtles of Jeratizs, Polycarp, Irenens, and others, for the adviling, 
Euſcb.14.c.35 confirming, and ſettling Churches, Hence Irenens concerned himſelf o 
much 1n the buſineſs between Yor and the Aſian Churches, either to pre- 
vent, or repeal his ſentence of Excommunication againſt them. Hence 
S, Cyprian 
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$.cyprian wrires into Spain about the depoling Baſelides and Martialis, two CYpr ian. cp. 
Apoſtarizing Biſhops, and checks Stephen Biſhop of Rome, tor his inconfi- * 

derate re{toring them. Hence, Fanſtns Bilhop of Lyons writes to S. Cy- c,,.., - 
prian, in the cale of Martianus of Arles, and he writes to Stephen as being 
nearer. and more concerned in the bulinels of Novatzaniſm (tor the honour 

of his predeceliors) in order to his Depoſition; yet fo, as he looks on it asa 
common cauſe belonging to them all (ci rei noſtrum oe conſulere & ſub- 
zenire.ſrater chari(ſume) in which they were all bound to adviſe and help. Hence 
$. Cyprian writes to the Biſhop of Rome, as his Brother and Colleague, with- 
out the leaſt intimation of deriving any Juriſdiction from him, but often 
expreſling that charge which was committed to every Biſhop, which he muſt 
look to as mindful of the account he muſt give to God, Hence Nazianzen - 
faith of S. Cyprian, That he not only governed the Churches of Carthage and - pg 
Africa, but all the Weſtern parts, and even almoſt all the Eaſtern, Southern , 
and Northern too, as far as his fame went, Hence Arſenins writes to Ath4- Athanaſ. Ap. 
naſtus, We embrace Feace and Unity with the Catholick, Church, over which 4 ng 
thou, through the Grace of God, doſt preſide. Hence Gregory Nazianzen laith = rg 
of Athanaſius, That he made Laws for the whole earth, Hence S. Baſil writes Ora. 21, 

to him, That he had care of all the Churches, as of his own; and in the ſame Baſil cp, _ 
Epiſtle calls him, The Head and chief over all. Hence S. Chryſoſtome in the Tom, 3.p.79, 
praiſe of Enſtathins the Patriarch of Antioch, faith, That he was inſtruded CRy + 
ly the Divine Spirit, that he was not only to have care of that Church over Lyon 
which he was ſt, but of the whole Church throughout the world. Hence came | 
the great endeavours of Theophilus and Cyril, Patriarchs of Alexandria, of Hicron.ep 5x. 
Ewſebrus Vercellenſis, Hilarins — and ſeveral others, for rooting pon ho 
out of Hereſjes ; not confining themſelves to thoſe Provinces allotted to | OOO 
them, but extending their care over other Churches, Hence came fre- 
quent ordinations of perſons out of their own Dzoceſes ,as of Paulinus at An- 
tioch by Luciſer Caralitanus, of many Biſhops in Syria and Meſopotamia by 
Ewſebins Samoſatenus; and of a Presbyter at Bethleene by Epiphanins ; 1x... .., 6 

| , ay . . . + CP,00 

who when he was quarrel'd at by Jo{r: of Hieruſalem for it, he defends his : 
ation by this ſaying, That, 1s Sacerdotio Dei mil/a eſt yy ag e, where- 

ever a Biſhop was, he might exerciſe his power as ſuch, although the 

Churches prudence had ſet limits to their ordinary Juriſdiftion. From 
theſe-things then we ſee, that a general care and ſolicitude of the Univerſal 

Church, doth belong to every Bzyſhop, and that ſome of them have been ex- 

prelly ſaid to have had the care of the whole Church, which in other terms 

stolay, They were Univerſal Biſhops. So that from this ſenſe ofthe Title, 

you gain nothing to your purpoſe, though the care of the Univerſal 

Church be attributed to the Biſbop of Rome, though he acts and calls Conr- 

als, and orders other things out of his own Province, yet all this proves not 

the Syprezzacy you intend;for this is no more than other Biſhops did, whom 

you will not acknowledge to be Heads of the Church, or Univerſal Biſhops 

nthat ſenſe, 

2. An Univerſal Biſhop denotes a peculiar dignity over the Churches within 8, 2: 
the Roman Empire: For which, two things will be ſufficient to manifeſt it, ** 
l. That the Rowan Empire was then accounted Unzverſal. 2. That ſome 
Biſbops in the Great Churches, were on that account called Oecumenical or 
Univerſal Biſhops. 1. That the'Roman Empire was then accounted Vniver- 
ſe; for which multitudes of teſtimonies might be cited, in which orbzs 
Fomanus, and orbis hunranns were looked on as Synonymons; thence Trebel- 

Pollio in Macrianns, qui ex diverſis partibus orbis Romani reſtitnant : 


And 
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Nor. in Hiſt. and as Salmaſtus witneſleth in thoſe writers of the Imperial Hiftory , moſt 
Auguſt. P39 the ancient MS S. for orbis Romanus have orbis humanus ; for, as he 
ſaith, E4 glorid fuernnt Romani, ut totum orbem ſunm vocarent : hinc opþ;z 

Romanus paſſim apud auGFores reperitur pro univerſs orbe ; thence they cal. 

Amm Marcel, led the Roman people, omminm gentium vidtorem z and trom hence Ammiz. 
1,14. 1. 16. aus Marcellinus calls Rome, caput mundi (the head of the world) and the 
Roman Senate, Aſylum mundi totins (the SanEtuary for the whole world ;) 

Spartin. in thence S$partiarus ſaith of Severns,orbem terrarum Roman deſpexit when 
ah as Caſanbon obſerves, he ſpeaks only of the Koman Provinces, And from 
hence, whatever was out of the Roman Empire, was called Barbaria,thence 

Lamprid. i the rura icing Barbarie in Lampriains, tor the arches which la Y nexttg 
_— the enemies Country z thence Marcellinus, viſas eſt in Barbarico miles, ang 
Juſtel. Not. jn the Tzzperial Conſtitutions, as Juſtelſus oblerves, Barbari vocantur ; gui. 
->rag "* cung, Imperio Romano non parebant (all were called barbarous out of th, 
Roman Empire) and in the ſame ſcnle barbaricum is uſed inthe 58. Canon gf 
the African Code, and inthe 206, Caron of the Code of the Univerſal Clurc, 

Cod. Eccleſ. that the Biſhops & mis Gaglagu., 7, C, out of the Roman Empire, (ſhould he 
Ns Jabs ordained by the Patriarch of Conſtantinople. Now, ſince the Roman Em. 
; pire was called orbis Romans, and in Greek, » 52+, (as appears, inthat 
Auguſius, Luk. 2. 1. is ſaid to tax mow my lwulray, the whole world, which 

could be only the Roman Empire; and the famine in the-lame, is ſaid tohe 

ip" 3m my Grown, ACt. 11. 28.) It is no wonder if theſe Biſhops who enjoy- 

cd the greateſt dignity in the Roman Expire were called Oecumenical: and 

thoſe Comncils ſo too, which conliſted ct the Biſ-ops within thoſe bounds, 

I come therefore to the ſecond thing, That Jowe Biſhops in the Gred 

Churches in the Roman Empire, were called Oecumenical, as that relatcsto 

the #* ew, viz, the Roman Empire, For which we may conlider, the 

primary ground of the advancement of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, 

was the greatneſs of the City, as is undeniably manifeſt by the procceding 

of the Councils of Conſtantinople, and Chalcedon about him wherein it was 

decreed, fince that was New-Rome, that it ſhould enjoy equal priviledges 

with the old, And in all probability the ground of the Patriarch of Cor- 
ſtantinople's uſurping the title of Vecumerical Patriarch was but to conc 

ipond with the greatreſot his City, which at the time of the conteſt be- 

tween Pope Gregory, and him, was in a better condition than Rome it lelt; 

being the ſeat of the Empire, and therefore he thought it ſuitable thereto, 

to be called Oecumenical Patriarch, But belides this peculiarity of Conſtar- 

tinople, it was no unuſual thing for the Biſhop of the Patriarchal Churches, 

to have expreflions given them, tantamount to the title of Univer/s 

Biſhop in any ſenſe but that of the Univerſal JariſdiFion 5 which I ſhall 

prove as to the three Patriarchs of . Alexandria, Antioch, and Conſtanti 

nople. Firit, Of Alexandria : So Greg. Nazianzn 

Tiv 54 20% wexdgizs moridlar, murcy 3 faith of Athanaſins, being made Biſhop there, tt 
- Ghanen. 2 wa x aca Na- had the Government of that people committed to hm, 
which is us much as to ſay, of the whole world; and 

Tu quidem wt hamo Dei & Apoſto!.ca 011. John of Hierufalem, writing to Theophilus Patti: 
RS Mayes. od we. wi Ig \ arch of Alexandria, faith, That he had the cart 
ep. 61. C, I5- of all the Churches, And St. Baſil writes to Atha- 
YO nt. oe ads. atv 16-15, 4s about the eſtabliſhing of Meletins as Pi 
XA, 7? Toy may I, &* 67+, mv TAS : X : , : 
rrAnTIE; «v10 acyce'ver, Baſil. ep 5o. Friarch Of Antioch, that ſo he might govern a 
were the whole body of the Church, But moſt clear 
and full to that purpoſe is the teſtimony of Theodoret concerning Neſtorin 


being 
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no made Patriarch of Conſtantinople, He was in- _ : _ 
- fe, with the AKA of the Catholick Church _ Ny cry 16 ppc agen he? 
of the Orthodox at Conſtantinople, and thereby of the «& 5 Tor x; + binuuv'uc « minus. The- 
whole world. What work would you make with 9%r. barer.fabul.46.12-p,245- 10.4: 
5 Iluſtrious a teſtimony in Antiquity for the Biſhop of ** 
Rowe as this is for the Patriarch of Conſtantinople £ Ule therefore and in- 
terpret but theſe teſtimonies as kindly as you do any for the KRomar See, 
and will you not find as large a power over the Church attributed to the 
other Patriarchs as you do to the Biſhop of Rome £ What is it then you 
would infer from the title of Univerſal Biſhop being attributed to him ? 
Will the very title do more then what is ſignified by 1t ? Or mult it of ne- 
ceſſity import fomething more when given to the Biſhop of Rome then it 
doth when given to other Biſhops 2 if it doth, you muſt prove it from 
ſome other Arguments, and not barely from the title being attributed to 
them. Thus you ſee, though the title were granted to be attributed to 
him,there is nothing new, nothing pecuhlar 1n 1t. 
But we muſt further examine, Who they are that attribute this title to S. 4; 
him, and what the account is of their doing it. For this, you cite the © 4 
Conncil of Chalcedon in a letter inſerted in the As of it, the Council of Con- P. 198. 
ſtantinople ſub Mena, John Biſhop of Nicopolis, Conſtantinus Pogonatus 
the Emperonr, Baſil the yonger,, and Balſamon himſelf. To the firſt I An- 
fver. 1. That this title was not given by the Council of Chalcedon, 2. If 
thad, no more was given tothe Biſhop of Romre,then to the Biſhops of other 
Patriarchal Churches, 1. That this title was not given by the General 
Council of Chalcedon :, this I know Gregory 1. in his Epiſtles about this ſub- 
pct repeats xſque ad wane, that the title of Univerſal Biſbop was offered to 
the Biſhop of Rome by the Council of Chalcedon and that he refuſed it ; but 
there is as little evidence for the one as the other. That the title of Oecx- 
menical Patriarch was attributed to the Biſhop of Rome by fome Papers 
read and received in that Council I deny not, but we muſt conſider the 
| perſons who did it, and the occaſion of it, The perſons were ſuch who 
came to inform the Council againſt Dioſcorus the Patriarch of Alexandria, Concil.Chalced, 
andthey were no other then Athanaſius a Presbyter, Theodorus and I{chy- oy - ax 3. 
rion two Deacons, and Sophronixs a Laick of Alexandria: now theſe perſons / 

, not in a letter (as you relate it) but in their b:/s exhibited to the Connect 

| againſt Dzoſcorms give that title of Cecumenical Patriarch or Archbiſhop to 

; Leo the Biſhop of Rome. And is this now the offer made of the title of 

Univerſal Biſhop by the Conncil of Chalcedon 9 But you lay, This was inſert- 

/ ed into the Ads of the Council 2 I grant it ygas, but on what account ? not 

l with any reſpect to the tztle, but as contafing the Accuſations againl(t Di- 

, oſcorzs, But where do any of the Biſbops of that Conncil attribute that 


p title to Leo? which of them mentions it in their ſubſcriptions to the Depo- 

y tion of Dioſcor#s, though many of them ſpeak exprelly of Leo and Anato- 

, lzs together with the ſame titles of honour to them both. Why did not 

4 the Council ſuperſcribe their Synodical Epiſtle to Pope Leo with that title ? j;, we. in * 
jo loindeed Biz rather luppoles they ſhould have done, then proves they chalced.con. 
re ever did it : and that only from Gregorzes Epiſtle (not Leo's as he miſtakes age 3: Cont, 
+ | ')to Enlogizs where he mentions this offer, but upon what grounds we ©” * 


«- have ſeen already. But ſuppoſe, 2. We ſhould grant, that the Conncil of 
it Chulcedon ſhould have offered the title of Occrmenical Patriarch or Biſhop, 
Al tothe Biſhop of Rome z, there arc none who underſtand any thing, of the 
us rature ofthat title, or the proceedings of that Conncil, who can —_—_— 
they 
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they ſhould intend any acknowledgement of the Popes Supremacy by i 
For the title it ſelf as to the importance of it was common to other z;. 
ſhops, eſpecially of the Patriarchal Sees, asT have proved by lome inſtangy, 
already, and might do yet by more 3 but I ſhall content my {elf with t, 
ingenuous confeſſion of Sine. Vigorius ; That wh, 
Et barum rerun | 1g gy = the Weſtern Fathers, call the Roman Biſhops, Biſbop, , 
= —_ vocant, univerſalis Eccleſia FP Univerſal Church, they do it ſtrom: the cuſtome 
Epiſcopos,;d more ſuarum Eccleſiarum faceie, "their Churches, not that they look on them as Vniqy,. 
- - gd wp ge ny Sal Biſhops of the whole Church, but in the ſame ſenſethy 
eadem qui Conſtantinopelitanus, Alexandri- the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, Antioch, Ale, 
nus, Amtiachenus, Hieroſolynitanus, dicun= Qrja, Jeruſalem, arecall'd ſo ; or as they are Uning. 


tur Wniverſales : aut ut univerſales Eccleſi- : 
arum — ſub eorum Patriarchatu: aut ſal over the Churches under their Patriarchate; or jk, 


quod in (oncilis Oecumenicie toti Eccleſie in Oecumenical Councils they preſide over the why, 
pra - Ps ot any ad Reſp. SY" Church. And after acknowledgeth, that the title of 
oct Univerſal or ecumenical Biſhop makes nothing fi 
the Popes Monarchy in the Church. And if it doth not ſo when given by 

the Weſtern Fathers, much leſs certainly when given by the Faſtery, ce. 

cially thoſe who met in the Council of Chalcedon ;, For it 1s evident by 

their 16 Seſſzorr, the 28 Canon, and their Synodical Epiſtle to Pope Leo, they 
deſigned the advancement of the See of Conſtantinople to equal privilede 

with that of Rome. And therefore if they gave the Pope the title of 02, 
menical Patriarch, or Biſhop, it was that he might be willing that the 74 
triarch of Conſtantinople might be call'd ſo too. And if, as Gregory ſaith, 

the Biſhops of Rome would not accept the title of Univerſal Biſhop, the true 
account I know of it, is, leſt the Patriarch of Conſtantinople ſhould ſhare 

with him init; but we ſee when the great Benefa&@or to your Church the 
Benigne Phocas,as Gregory himſelf ſtyles him, gave it to the Biſhop of Rome 

alone, then hands and heart and all were ready to receive it. And[ much 

fear Leo 1. and St. Gregory himiclt would have been ſhrewdly tempted to 
reccive it, if it had been offered them upon thoſe terms, that no oned& 
ſhould have it beſides them ; but they End it till they could haweit 
alone. And for all their declamations againſt the pride of Aratoliu nd 
John,Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, they muſt look very tavourably on the 
aCtions of thoſe two Popes, that diſcern not their own Pride in condemning 

of them for it. For uſually men ſhew it as much in ſufpeCting or con 
demning others for it, as in any other way whatſoever. Thus it wasin 

theſe perſons;they thought the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople proud and ar 
rogant, becauſe they fought to be equal with them. But, Was it not ther 

own greater Pride, that they yere able to bear no equals ? and it istobe 
tcared, mt was their deſire 2 Wrance their own Sxpremacy Which made 

them quarrel ſo much with Azato/izs, and John, and Cyriacus. For would 
they-but have been contented to truckle under the Rowar Biſhops they 

had been accounted very meek and humble men. And St. Gregory hin- 

ſelf, would not ſure have thought much to have call'd them ſo, who molt 
abominably flatters that workks Phocas,after the murder of Mauriciws and 

his Children : for he begins his Epiſtle to him with, Gloria in excelſss De: 
Greg.l-11.@) Glory to God on high, who, according to what is written, changes times aus 
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transfers Kingdomes 5 and aftcr, in ſuch notorious flattering expreſſion 
congratulates his coming to the Throxve, that any one' who reads then 
would think Phocas the greater Saint; he rejoyces, that the benignity of bis 
piety was advanced to the Imperial Throne, nay (lxtentur coli & exultet 


terra) let the heavens rejoyce and the earth be glad, and all the people y'w 
"at 
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benefit of it 3 but 1% ww did however. 

After the Patriarchate of Conſtantinople was erefted, the Popes had a 
double game to play, to advance themſelves, and depreſs that, which it 
was very hard for them to do, becauſe all the Eaſtern Biſhops, as well as 
the Emperour favoured it. But after equal priviledges were decreed to 
the Patriarch of Conſtantinople with the Biſhop of Rome, by the Conncil of 
Conſtantinople, they could no longer diflemble their choler 5 but had no 
ſuch occaſion miniſtred to them to expreſs it as after the Cano# of the 
Conncil of Chalcedon, (wherein were preſent 630 Biſhops) which confirmed 
the former. For then Leo fumes and frets and writes to Martianws, and 
Pulcheria, to Anatolius and the.Biſhops xof the Eaſt ; but ſtill pretends 
that he ſtood up for the priviledges of the other Patriarchs and the Nicene 
Canons, and what not ? but one might eaſily diſcern what it was that 
pinched him, wiz, the equal/ing the Patriarch of Conſtantinople with him- 
felt. Which it is apparent he ſuſpe&ed before, by the inſtructions he 
gave his Legats Paſchaſinus and Lycentius, to be ſure to oppoſe whatever 
was propoſed in the Council concerning the Primacy. of that See. And 
accordingly they did ; and complained that the Caron was ſurreptitionſly 
made. Which they were hugely overſeen in doing while the Conncil lat, 
for upon this the whole matter is reviewed, the J#dges ſcan the buſineſs, 
the Biſhops proteſt there were no praCtiſes uled ; that they all yoluntarily 
conſented to itz and all this in the preſence of the Roman Legats * How 
comes it then to paſs that this ſhould not be aregular and Conciliar ation? 
Were not the Biſhops at age to underſtand their own priviledges Did 
not the Biſhop of Aztzoch know his own intereſt as well as Pope Leo £ Muſt 
he be feppoked more able to underſtand the Nizceze Canons then theſe 
630Biſhops ? Why then was not this Canon as regular as any other. Why 
torlooth, The Pope did not conſent to it, So true is that ſharp cenſure of 
Ludgvicws Vives, that, thoſe are accounted lawful Ca- 
nons and Councils which wake for their intereſt, but 


— —_ 
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It.1que illa demum eis videntur edifta &þ cone 
Cilia que in rem ſum facinnt, reliqua nox 


thers are 10 more eſteemed then a company of tattling plaris eſtimanda, quam conventum malic 
Goſſips. But what made the Pope {o angry at this cularum in textring vel therms. Lud. Vives 


Canon of the Council of Chalcedon 2 He pretends the 
Our of the Niceze Canons, the preſerving the priviledges of other Patri- 


in Aug. de Civit. Dei I, 20. cap.z6. 


ach; ; But Binizs hath told us the true reaſon of it ; becauſe, they ſay,that Fin 19t- in 


the Primacy of Rome came,by its being the ſeat of the Empire 5 and therefore 
not by Divine right: and ſince Conſtantinople was become the ſeat of the Em- 
Pre too, therefore the Patriarch there ſhould enjoy equal priviledges with the 
Biſbop of Rome. If Rome had continued ſtill the fole ſeat of the Empire, 
this reaſon would not have been quarrelled at; but now Rome _ 
In An 
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and Conftantinople riſing, this muſt not be endured ; but all the arts and 
devices blemuſt be uſed to keep it under. And this is the true ac. 
count of the pique which the Biſhops of Rome had to the Patriarchs of cop. 


ſtantinople : From whence we may eaſily, _ how probable it is that 
t 


this Council of Chalcedon did acknowledge the "ys Oecumenical Biſhop in 
any other ſenſe then they contended the Patriarch of Conſtantinople wig ſy 
too. And the fame anſwer will ſerve for all your following Inſtances. 
For,as you pretend that the Conncil of Conſtantinople fub Menna did c} 
Pope Agapetus Oecumenical Patriaroh, lo 1t is moſt certain that it call 
Mennas the Patriarch of Conſtantinople ſo too. And which is more, Adrian, 
in his Epiſtle to rp wy of Conſtantinople in the ſecond Nicene Council 
calls him Univerſal Biſhop. If therefore the Greek Emperours and Bal(z. 
2104 call the Pope fo, they import nothing peculiar to him in it, becauſeir 

is moſt evident they call'd their own Patrzarch lo likewiſe. So that you 

find little advantage to your cauſe from this firſt thing which you premiſe 

viz, that the Pope was anciently call'd Vniverſal Biſhop, But you ſay fur- 

ther, 2. That the Biſhops of Conſtantinople never intended to deny by thi 

uſurped title, the Popes Univerſal Authority even over themſelves, This i 

ambiguous, unleſs it be further ay nmr? what you mean by Urizerſ 

Anthority ; tor, it may either note ſome kind of pre-emnence and dignity 

which the Biſhop of Roxre had as the chief Patriarch, and who on that ac- 

count had great Authority in the Church,and this your inſtances prove that 

the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople did acknowledge to belong to the 7g: 

but if by Univerſal Authority be meant Univerſal JuriſdiFion over the 

Church as appointed the head of it by Chriſt, then not one of your inſtances 

comes near the ſhadow of a proof for it. 

Thus having conſidered what you premiſe, we come to your Anfiverit 
ſelf. For which you tell us, We are to take notice, that the term|[ Univer{a 
Biſhop ] is capable of two ſenſes; the one Grammatical, the other Metaphorical. 
In the Grammatical ſenſe it ſignifies Biſhop of the Univerſal Church,and of ul 
Churches in particular, even to the excluſion of all others from being propery 
Biſhops 5 and conſequently diſplaceable at his pleaſure, as being only his, nt 
Chriſts officers ;, and receiving authority ſrom hin, and not ſrom Chriſt, Is 
the Metaphorical ſenſe.it ſuenifies only ſo high and eminent a dignity above al 
other Biſhops throughout the whole Church, that though he, who is ſtiled Uni 
werſal Biſhop, hath a true and real Superintendency, Juriſdiction, and Authe- 
rity over all other Biſhops, yet that they be as truly and properly Biſhops in 
their reſpeFive Provinces and Dioceſes as he himſelf. This being clear d ({ay 
you) tis evident that $t. Gregory when he inveighs againſt the title of Uni- 
verſal Biſhop, takes it in the literaland Grammaticalſenſe ; which yp very 
faintly endeavour to prove out of him, as I ſhall make it preſently appear. 
This being then the Cbltaace of that Anſwer which you ſay hath been 
given 4 hundred times over, muſt now once for all paſs a ſtrit and ſevere 
examination, Which it ſhall receive in theſe two Enquiries, 1. Whe: 
ther it be poſſible to conceive that St. Gregory ſhould take Univerſe 
Biſhop in the literal and Grammatical ſenſe> 2. Whether all the Argu- 
ments which he uſeth againſt that title, do not hold againſt that Univerſe 
Jwriſdifiox which you attribute tothe Pope as Head of the Church ? 

xt. Whether it be poſſible to conceive that St. Gregory ſhould take 
Univerſal Biſhop in the literal and Grammatical ſenſe which you give of it! 
And he which can think ſo, muſt have fome other way of underſtanding 
his meaning then by his words and arguments, which I @onfeſs I do not 


pretend 
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pretend to. But if we examine them, we ſhall find how impoſlble it is 
that St. Gregory ſhould ever think that Johr pretended to be the fole Bi- 
ſhop of this world. 1. Becauſe Gregory ſaith, That ſame title which John 


Greg, eh l. 4s 


Jad uſurped was offered to the Roman Biſhops by the Council of Chalcedon, ep. 3 


but none of them would cver uſe it, becauſe it ſeemed to diminiſh the honour of 
other Biſhops. Now I pray think with your ſelf, whether ever 630 Biſhops 
would conſent together to give away all their power and Authority in the 
Church £ For you lay, The literal ſenſe of Univerſal Biſhop doth ſuppoſe hin 
to be Biſhop of all particular Churches, to the excluſiox of all others from being 
properly Biſhops, and are diſplaceable at his pleaſure. Can it now enter into 
your mind that Gregory thould ever think that theſe Biſhops ſhould all 
make themſelves the Popes Vaſſals of their own tree choice 2 We ſee even 
under the great V/urpations of the Biſhop of Koxee ſince, though they pre- 
tend (for all that I can lee) to be Oecumenical Biſhops in a higher ſenſe then 
ever Joh pretended to, that yet the Biſhops of the Roman Communion are 
not willing to ſubmit their othce wholly to the Papal Furiſdidtion;, witneſs 
the ſtout and eager contelts of the Spaniſh Biſhops in the Conncil of Trent 
about the Divine Inſtitution of the Epiſcopal office, againſt the pretences of 
the ZtalianParty. And (hall we then think when the Pope was far from 
that power which he hath ſince Uſurped, that ſuch multitude of grave 
and reſolute Biſhops ſhould throw their Mzters down at the Popes feet and 
offer him in your literal ſenſe,to be ſole Biſhop of the World.T hat they would 
relinquiſh their power, which they made no queſtion they had from 
Chriſt, and take it up againat the Popes hands £ But whether you can 
imagine this of ſo many Biſhops or no, Can you conceive that Gregory 
ſhould think fo of them ? and he muſt do it, it he took the title of Unz- 


verſal Biſhop in your literal ſenſe ;, and yet this Gregory laith, Hoc Univerſj- Grigl-4.19.36 


tatis nomen oblatum eſt, That very name of Univerſal Biſhop was offered to the 
Pope by the Conncil of Chialcedon; Sed nullus unquam Decetlorum meorum 
hoc tam prophano Vocabulo uti conſenfit. Nothing then can be more 
plain, thenthat Johz took that which the Pope refuſed. And he that can 
believe that this title ſhould ever be offered in this literal ſenſe, I deſpair 
without the help of Phyſck to make him believe any thing. 2, This very 
title was not uſurped wholly by Johz himſelf, but was given him ina Conn- 


 cilat Conſtantinople. This Gregory confetleth in his Epiſtle to Exlogivs and 


Anaſtaſius the Patriarchs of Antioch and Alexandria, that about eight years 
before, in the time of Pelagius his predeceſſor, John calſed a Conneil at Con- 
{tantinople iz which he endeavours to be called Univerſal Biſhop ; ſo Gregory: 
but he confelleth elſewhcre that he effected it. And it appears by the 
Epiſtle of Pelagis himſclt writ on that occaſion, that it was more then a 
mer endeavour, and that they did conſent to it ; elſe, Why doth Pelagizs 


G 
ep. 34. 


Ibid, 


reg. ep. [l.4. 


lay; Quicquid in veſtro conventiculo ſtatuiſtis, Whatever they had deter- 7g: »- ep.8. 


wanted his a pprobation)/ And it is evident from Gregories zealous writing 
tothe other Patriarchs about it, that they did noffook on themſelves as 
{much concerned about it. Now in this Comncil which met at Conſtar- 


apud Bix.To .45 


mind in their Conventicle (as on this account Pelagizs calls it, becauſe it oxy, 


tmople, which was called together in the calc of Gregory the Patriarch of Evogrhif 
Antioch, all the Patriarchs cither by themſelves or ſubſtitutes were preſent, * 


as Fvagrizs tells us, and not only they but levcral Metropolitans too; now 
Ifthey had taken this in the /zteral ſenſe, Can you think they would have 
Welded toit 2 Were not they much more concerned about it then either 
Pelagins or Gregory were? for they were near him, and were fure to live 

I11 2 under 


Ibid. 
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that they | þ a 
own confeffion, in the Greek, Canon-Law, Siſeunius, German, Con antine, 
Alexis, and others are called Oecumenical Patriarchs: And it appears by 
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under this uſurped power of his, and to ſmart by it, if it were ſo'great 4, 
you ſuppoſe it tobe, Burtit is apparent by their yielding to it, they logk. 
ed on it, to be ſure, not in the Lzteral ſenſe, and it may be as no more thay 
the Honorary Title of Oecumenical Patriarch. - 


3. How comes it to pals, that none of the ſucceſſors of John and Cyriacy 
did ever challenge this Title in the Literal ſenſe of it 2 For we do notſs 
I it, for all Phocas gave it to Pope Boniface, ſince by your 


the Epiſtles of Pelagius and Gregory, that was the Title which Johs had 
then given him. $7 ſuzzmus Patriarcha Univerſalis dicitur, Patriarcharyw 
nomen ceteris denegatur, ſaith Pelagins. $i enim hoc dici licenttr permittityr 
honor Patriarcharum omnium negatur, ſaith Gregory, From which words] 
think it moſt probable,that the main ambition of the Patriarchs of Conftan- 
tinople, was not meerly that they would be called Oecunrenical Patriarchs, 
but that Title ſhould properly belong to them as excludingjothers fromit, 
which was it that touched the Biſhops of Kome to the quick: becauſe then 
Conſtantinopleflouriſhed, as much as Koxze decayed by the opprefſiions of 
the Lowbards; and Gregory complained of this to Conſtantia the Empreſ, 
that for ſeven and twenty years together they had lived in Rowe, znter Lin- 


gobardorum gladios (among the ſwords of the Lombards) and this made 


them ſo jealous, that the honour of the Roxzar See was then ſinking, and 
therefore they ſtickle ſo much againſt this Title, and draw all the invidi- 
dious conſequences from it poſſible, the better to ſet the other Patriarchs 
againſt it 3 and becauſe that would not extend far beyond the Patriarcts 
themſclves, they pretend likewiſe, that this was to make himſelf Unizer- 


ſal Biſhop, ut not certainly in or Literal ſenſe ; tor then Gregory would 


have objected ſome azons conſequent upon this Title ; in depriving Bi- 
ſbops of their JuriſdiGion, and diſplacing ſome, and puttivg in others at his 
pleaſure ; which you lay, is the natural etfeCt of this Literal ſenſe of Uni 
verſal Biſhop. But we readof nothing of this nature done either by Jobs 
or Cyriacus; they acted no more than they did, only enjoyed a higher 
Title. Andthis is proved further, 

4- By the carriage of the Emperonr Mauricius in this buſineſs. Gregory 
writes a pitiful moaning Letter to him about it, and uſes all the Rhetorick 
he had to perſwade the Emperoxr, that he would either fleFere, or coercert, 
inclize, or force him to lay aſide that arrogant Title : But for all this it ap 
pears by Gregory's Letter to the Empreſs, That the Emperour had checked hin 


Triſte mibi aliquid ſereniſſimus Domintts i= fe ww medling _ , and Was lo far fr om oppoſing the 
auit, quod on eum corripuit qui [uperbit, Patriarchs Title, that in effect he bid hint trouble hin- 
ſed me magu ab intcntione med decliaare ſtu- ſelf no more about it > Which poor 4 Gregory took 


auit, Greg, |. 4. ep. 34. 


Greg, 1. 6. 
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very ill. And afterwards, when Cyriacxs ſucceeded 
John in Conſtantinople, the Emperour being ſomewhat fearful, leſt Gregory 
at the coming in of a new Patriarch, might, on the account of this new 
Title, deny his Communicator Letters, he diſpatches a Letter to him to 
quicken him about at. And he takes it very unkindly that the Emperom 
thould ſuſpect his 7rdiſcretion {© much, that for the ſake of this Title, which 
he 1aith, had ſorely wounded him, be ſhould deny Communion in the Faith with 
him ; and yet in the ſame Epiltle {aich,7hat whoſoever took the Title of Uni 
verſal Biſhop upon him, was a forerunner of Antichriſt. But if this name 
had been apprehended in that which you call, The Literal and Grammati- 
cal ſenſe, Would not the Emperonr (being commended by Gregory t00 - 
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his Piety Jhave rather encouraged him init? where as he plainly tells him, 
It was a conteſt about a ſfivolons name, and nothing 
elſe ;, and that there ought tobe no ſcandal among then De qua ve mibi in ſuis juſſionibus pietas pre-= 
about it, Upon which Gregory is put to his diſtinCti- x ctr wn ay nt mann = 
ons of two ſorts of frivolous things, ſome that are very beat. Greg. ibid, © | 
barmlef, and ſome that are very hurtful, 1. e. frivolous 5 ol Frirnporrryf mm - fy, go 
things are either ſuch as are frivolous, or ſuch as are aociva. Ibid. 
not 3 for, Who ever imagined, that ſuch things as 
are very hurtful, areſ#ivolous £ But however, S. Gregory ſpeaks excellent 
ſenſe; tor his meaning is, that the Title it ſelf may be ffrvolos, but the con- 
ſequences of it may be dreadful, and ſo we have found it fince his time. So 
that this appears to be the true ſtate of the buſineſs between them; the 
Patriarch of Conſtantinople, he challengeth the Title of Oecumenical Patri- 
triarch or Biſhop, as belonging of right to him, being Patriarch of the chief 
Seat of the Empire, but in the mean time challengeth no Univerſal Jurij- 
dition by virtue of this Title : On which account the Emperonr and Ea- 
ſtern Biſhops admit of it : On the other ide, the Biſhops of Kome, partly 
looking at their own iztercj# in it (for ſoit appears by one of Gregory's 
Epiſtles tothe Emperonr, that he ſuſpected it to be Ef ; 
his own z#tereſt which he ſtood fo much up for) and Pingu ceo 7 Sor Ren vid edition 
partly foreſceing the dangerous conſequences of this, Cnien lates þ Id. 1.4, _ $2, 
it Univerſal Juriſdiction were challenged with it , 
they reſolutely oppole it, not meerly tor the Title lake, but for that which 
might follow upon that Title, taking it not in your Literal,but in your Me- 
taphorical ſenſe, as | ſhall ſhew preſently. But neither party was ſo weak 
and filly, as to apprehend it in your Literal ſenſe; for then neither would 
the Exzperoxr have (leighted it, nor the Popes oppoſed it on thoſe terms 
-q they do, and on ſuch grounds which reach your Afetaphorical 
enſe. 
q 5. The ſame Tithe in the ſame ſenſe which Gregory oppoſed it, did Bori- 
face accept of, from the Emperor Phocas, This you contels your ſelf, when 
you fay, That all that Phocas did, was but te declare that the Title in conteſt ©-199-% Jy. 
did of right belong to the Biſhop of Rome only ; therefore the ſame Title 
which the Patriarch of Conſtantinople took to himſelf before, was both 
given by Phocas, and taken by Pope Boniface. This then being confeſled 
by you, let me now ſeriouſly ask you, Whether the Title of Univerſal Bi- 
ſhop, which Pope Gregory oppoſed, was to be taken in the Grawmatical or 
Metaphorical ſenſe? Take now, Whether of them you pleaſe ; if in the 
Metaphorical, all his arguments hold againſt the Popes orafens Univerſal Ju- 
riſaiion, by your own conftetlion; if in the Literal and Grammatical, then 
Pope Boniface had all thoſe things belonging to him, which Gregory con- 
demns that Title for. Then by your own confeflion Pope Boniface mult be 
the forerunner of Antichriſt, he muſt equal himſelf to Lucifer in pride, he 
muſt have that ame of blaſphemy upon him, and all thoſe dreadful conſe- 
quences muſt attend him and all his followers, who own that Title of Vnz- 
verſal Biſhop, in that which you call the Literal or Grammatical ſenſe of 
It, 
6. Laſtly, it appears from S. Gregory himſelf, that the Reaſons which he S- 6- 
urgeth againſt the Title of Univerſal Biſhop, are ſuch as hold againſt that 
which you call the Metaphorical ſenſe of it 5 which in ſhort is, Az Univer- 
Jal Paſtor exerciſing Authority and Juriſdition over the whole Church, And 


It is icarce poſſible to imagine, that he ſhould ſpeak more clearly q_ 
| ſuc 
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ſuch an Univerſal Headſhip than he 'doth; and urges ſuch arguments 
againſt it, which 'properly belong to that Metaphorical ſenſe of it. 
ett: Gutflo ca when he ſaith to John the Patriarch, What wilt thoy 
Joc _ al examine diflurus es, anſwer to Chriſt the Head of the Univerſal Church in 
qui cunfaejus membra tibimet conaris uni the day of judgement, who doft endeavour to ſubje# | 
ver ſalis appeRatione ſupporere « Gregel. 4. his members to thee, under the name of Univerſal Bi. 
&Þ. 38, fhop © What is there in theſe words which doth not 
fully belong to your Metaphorical ſenſe of Head of the Church? Doth he no 
ſubject all Chriſt, members to him £ Doth he not challenge to himlelf pry. 
per Juriſdidtion over theme What then will he be able to anſwer to Chr; 
the Head of the Univerſal Church , as St. Gregory underl(tands it excluſo} 
any other ? Doth not he ariſe to that height of ſingul,. 
Ad culmen conatus ef | —_ —_— that he is ſubje& to none, but rules over all e yet 
C—_ jo. ſors onnnneP' theſe are the very words he uſes; and, Canany more 
exprelly deſcribe your Head of the Church than thek 
do? Yet herein he ſaith, He imitates the Pride of Lucifer, who, accordi 
to St. Gregory, endeavourcd to be the Head of the Church Triumphant, 
the Pope of the Church Militant. And follows that parallcl cloſe, That ay 
Univerſal Biſhop imitates Lucifer in exalting his Throne above the Starr; 
id enim ſratves tui omnes ugyiverſalis Ec God: For (laith he ) What] are all the Brethren the 
ory Epiſcopi, ni aſtra cali ſuni 7 1b. = Biſhops of the Univerſal Church, but the Stars 
Heaven f and after parallels them with the Cloud;, 
and fo this terreſtrial Lucifer aſcends above the heights of the clouds, And 
again, ſaith he, Surely the Apoſtle Peter, was the firſt member (not the Head) 
Certe Petrus Apoſtolus primum membrum of the Holy and Univerſal C urch. Pant, Andrew, and 
ſaxite & aloft Ecteſi et. Paulus , John, What are they elſe but the Heads of particular 


Andreas, Johannes, quid alind quam ſinewla= Churches * And yet they are all embers of the Church 
rium ſun! plebum capita ? Et tamen ſub uno . 


| . under one Head. Can any thing be more clear againſt 
I RE, Wat any Head of the Univerſal Cherch, but Chriſt hn 
when St. Peter is acknowledged to be only a prime xember of the Church? 
How then come his ſuccellors to be the Heads of it? And, as he goes on, 
The Saints before the Law, and under the Law, and under Grace, who all make 
up the body of our Lord, they were all but members of the Charch, and none of 
thevr would be called Univerſal. And, F pray, let his ye 4 conſider his 
following words, Let your Holineſs acknowledge whit 
Veſtra autem Sauititas agnoſcat, quantum pride it 3s to be called by that name, which none that ws 
=—_— Co nd ta truly holy was ever call d by. And, Do you think nov 
citer ſanttus ſuite Wbid. that theſe expreſſions do not as properly reach your 
Head of the Church, as if they had been ſpoken by a 
Proteſtant againſt that DcCtrine which you all own 2 Whatis there all 
this. that implies that others ſhould be zo Biſhops, but only titular? yes, 
they may be as much Bſ-ops as you acknowledge them to be, 2. e. 4 i 
their power of Order, but not as te their Juriſdiftion. For this, you lay and 
defend, comes from the Head ofthe Church; or elſe your Moxarchical 6 
vernment in the Church ſignifies nothing. Do not you make the Pope 
Univerſal Paſtor of the Church, in as high a ſenſe as any of theſe expreſſions 
carry it? And when St. Gregory urges ſo often, That if there be ſuch as 
Univerſal Biſhop, if he fails, the Church would fail too; Do you deny the 
conſequence as to the Pope  Doth not Bel/armine tell us, when he writes 
of the Pope, he writes de ſumma rei Chriſtiane, Of the main of all Chriſti: 
nity, and lurely then the Church muſt fail if the Popes Supremacy doth? 
And I pray now conlider with your {clf, Whether this Anfwer which you 


lay 
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| u_p wonderfully diſpleaſed that his Lordſhip ſhould bring this Obje- 
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ay bath been given a hundred times over, can \atisfic any reaſonable man? 
Nay, Doth it not appear to be ſo abſurd and incongruous, that it is mat- 
terof juſt admiration, that ever it ſhould have been given oxce; and yet 


jon upon the ſtage again. But, Do -= think your Anſwers, like your 
Prajers, will do you good by being faid ſo ofter over ? Indeed therein 
they are alike, that they are both In an unknown tongue. Your Literal 
ſenſe of Univerſal Biſhop _—_— this caſe no more intelligible than your 
Latin-Prayers to a Country Congregation. 
Theſe things being thus clear, I have prevented my ſelf in the ſecond g, g. 
Enquiry, in that I have proved already,that the Reaſons which St. Gregory 
produceth hold againſt that ſenſe of Univerſal Biſhop, which you own and 
contend for. as of right belonging to the Biſhop of Rome. Although it 
were no difficult matter to prove, that, according to the moſt received 
Opinion in your Church, viz. that all JuriſdiFion in Biſhops is derived 
from the Pope (which opinion you cannot but know is moſt acceptable at 
Rome, and was ſoat the Conncil of Trent) that that which you call the 
Literal ſenſe, doth follow your Metaphorical, i. e, If the Pope hath Vniver- 
ſal JuriſdiFion as Head of the Church, then other Biſhops are not properly 
Biſhops, nor Chriſt's Officers, but his. For what doth their power of order 
ifie as to the Church without the power of Juriſdiion £ And therefore, 
it they be taken only in parte ſolicitudinis, and not in plenitudinem pote- 
fatis, according to the known diſtinction of the Court of Rome, it nece(> 
arily follows, that they are but the Pope's Officers, and are taken juſt into 
bo much authority as he commits to them, and no more. And this Bel- Bellarm. de 
lermine proves from the very form of the Pope's conſecration of Biſhops, Porcit. I. 4. 
whereby he commits the power of governing the Church to him, and the ad- 11h. Eon, 
miniſtration of it in ſpirituals and temporals. And you may ſee by the Trid.l7.p.61t 
ſpeech of Father Laynez, in the Council of Trent , How ſtoutly he proves 
that the power of JuriſdiFion was given wholly to the Biſhop of Rome, and 
that none in the Church beſides hath any ſpark of it but from him ;, that the 
Biſbep of Rome #s true and abſolute Monarch, with full and total power and 
Juriſdiction, and the Church is ſubject unto him, as it was to Chriſt, And, as 
when his Divine Majeſty did govern it, it could not be ſaid that any of the 
faithful had any the leaſt power or Juriſdiction, but meer, pure, and total ſub- 
jection 5, ſo it muſt be ſaid in all perpetuity of time, and ſo underſtood, that 
the Church is a Sheepfold and a Kingdow. And,that he 1s the Only Paſtor, is 
plainly proved by the words of Chriſt , when he ſaid, He hath other ſheep which 
be will gather together,and ſo one Shcepfold ſhould be made, and one Shepherd. 
What think you now of the Lzteral ſenſe of Univerſal Biſhop , for the Only 
Biſbop £ Are not the Only Biſhop, and the Only Paſtor all one ? Will not 
al thoſe words of St. Gregory reach this, which any of you make uſe of 
to prove, that he takes it in the worſt and Literal ſenſe; nay, it goes 
ligher. For\ Gregory only argues, that from the Title of Univerſal Biſhop he g;,g.1, ,, 
muſt be ſole Biſhop, and others could not be any trxe Biſhops ; but here it is ep. z4. 
ed in plain terms, that the Biſhop of Rome 3s the only Paſtor, and that 7+ ©? 59, 
4 much as if Chriſt hizyſelf were here upon earth; and therefore if your coxſentire in 
Lteralſenſe hath any ſenſe at all init, it 1s much more true of the Biſhop of bc /ceteſo 96- 
fome,than ever it could be of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, And there- rr 
I pray think more ſeriouſly of what he faith, That to agree 3n that pro- L I LA 
Phane word, is to loſe the Faith; That ſuch a blaſphemous name ſl:ould be far from 7 Criſt ans: 
1m Women iftud blaſphemie, in quo omninm Sacerdetum honor adimitur dum ab uno fivi dementes —_— 4- EP+ 33- 
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the hearts of Chriſtians, in which, Ly the arrogance of one Biſhop, the honow 
all is taken away. Neither will it ſerve your turn to ſay (which is all thy 
you have to ſay) that this is not the definitive ſentence of your Church, hy 
that many in your Church hold otherwiſe, That there is power of Juriſg. 
tion properly in Biſhops. For, although theſe latter are not near the nun. 
ber of the other, nor ſo much in favour with your Church, but are lookeg 
on asa diſcontented party, as appears by the proceedings in the Council 

Trent ; yet that is not it, we are to look after, What all in your Church are 
agreed on, but what the Pope challengeth as belonging to himſelf. Wy 
not Father Laynez his Doctrine highly approved at Rome, as well as by the 
Cardinal Legats at Trent, and all the Italian party 2 Were not the other 
party diſcountenanced and diſgraced as much as might be ? Loth not the 
Pope arrogate this to himſelf, to be Oecumenical Paſtor, and the ſole Foy. 


- tainofall Juriſdiction in the Church? If lo, all that ever St. Gregory (aig 


againſt that Title, falls moſt heavily upon the Pope. For, St. Gregory doth 
not ſtand upon what others attributed to him, but what he arrogated tg 
himſelf, that therein, he was the Prince of Pride, the forerunner of Anti. 
chriſt, uſing a vain, new, raſh, fooliſh, proud, prophane, erroncous, wicked, h. 
pocritical, ſingular, preſumptuows, blaſpemous Name, For all thele goody 
Epithets doth $S. Gregory beſtow upon it ; and, I believe, it he could haye 
thought of more, and worſe, he would as freely have beſtowed them, If 
therefore John the Patriarch was ſaid by him to tranſgreſ God's Laws, vig. 
late the Canons, diſhonour the Church, deſpiſe his Brethren, imitate Lucifer, 
How much more doth this belong to him, that not only challengeth tobe 
Oecumenical Patriarch, but the ſole Paſtor of the Church, and that all Juriſ 
difGion is derived from him? And by this time I hope you lee, that the 
Anſwer you ſay hath been given a hnndved times over, is lo pitifully weak, 
abſurd and ridiculous, that you might have been aſhamed to have produ- 
ced it oxce, and much more to repeat it without ſaying any more for it 
than you do. For, your other diſcourſe depends wholly upon it,and all that 
being taken away, the reſt doth fall to the ground with it. 
We muſt now therefore return to his Lordſhips diſcourſe, in which he 
© goes on to give an account of the rife of the Pope's Greatneſs, As yet, 
St Rich he, Theright of Election, or ratification of the Pope, continued in 
* the Experour : but then the Lombards grew fo great in 1taly, and the 
* Empire was ſo infeſted with Saracens, and ſuch changes happened in 
© all parts of the world, as that neither for the preſent, the homage of 
© the Pope was uſeful for the Emperour ; nor the protection of the Enpe- 
* ro#r available for the Pope. By this means the Biſhop of Rome was |cit 
*toplay his own game by himſelf. A thing which as it pleaſed him 
© well enough, ſo both he and his Succeſlors made great advantage by tt. 
* For, being grown to that Eminence by the Emperour, and the greatuek 
© of that City and place of his aboad ; he found himſelf the more free, the 
* greater the Tempeſt was, that beat upon the other. And then firſt he kt 
* himſelf to alienate the hearts of the Ttalians from the Emperour, Next 
© he oppoſed himſelf againſt him. And about 4.D. 710. Pope Conſtan- 
** tine 1. did alfo firſt of all openly confront Philzppicus the Emperonr, 18 
© defence of Images 3 as Onuphrins tells us. After him Gregory 2. and the 
*©3.did the ſame by Leo 1ſaurss. 'By this time the Lowbards began to 
< pinch very cloſe, and to vex on all ſides, not 7taly only, but Rowe allo. 
© This drives the Pope to ſeek a new Patron. And very fitly he meets with 


Charls Martellin France, that famous warrior againſt the Sarazens. —- 
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© he implores in defence of the Church againſt the Lombards, This ad- 
«refs ſeems very adviſedly taken, at leaſt it proves very fortunate to 
« them both. For in ſhort time it diffolved the Ki7gdom of the Lombards 
«jn 1taly, which had then ſtood two hundred and four years, which was 
«the Popes ſecurity. And it brought the Crown of Fraxce into the houſe of 
© Charls, and ſhortly after the Weſtern Empire : And now began the Pope 
*ro be great indeed, For by the bounty of Pep Son of Charls, that which 
«was taken from the Lombard, was given to the Pope, Sothat now of a 
* 3;/op, he became a Temporal Prince, But when Charls the Great had 
©ſet up the Weſtern Empire, then he reſumed the ancient and original 
*power of the Experour, to govern the Church, to call Councils, to order 
«papal Elections. And this power continued in his poſterity. For this 
© right of the Emperowr was in force and ule in Gregory the ſeventh's time. 
« Who was confirmed in the Popedom by Henry the fourth, whom he af- 
*terward depoſed. And it might have continued longer, if the ſucceed- 
©ing Exrperours had had abilitics enough to ſecure, or vindicate their own 
*Right. But the Pope keeping a ſtrong Conncil about him, and meeting 
«with ſome weak Frizces, and they oft-times diſtracted with great and 
* dangerous warrs, grew ſtronger till he got the better. Sothis is enough 
*to ſhew, How the Popes climed up.by the Emperoxrs, till they over-topt 
*them, which is all I ſaid before, and have now proved. And this was 
*about the year 1073. Yet was it carried in ſucceeding times with great 
* changes of fortune and different ſucceſs. The Emperonr ſometimes pluck- 
*ing from the Pope, and the Pope from the Emperor, winning and loſing 
* round, as their ſpirits, abilities, aids, and opportunities were, till at the 
*}aſt the Pope ſettled himſelf ” the grounds laid by Gregory 7. in the 
* oreat power Which he now uſes in and over theſe parts of the Chriſtian 
*world. Toall this you return a ſhort Anſwer, in theſe words ; We de- 
1 uot but that in Temporal power and Authority the Popes grew great by the 
Patronage of Chriſtian Emperourt, But what is this to the purpoſe 2 If he 
would have ſaid any thing material, he ſhould have proved that the Popes roſe 
by the Emperonrs means to their Spiritual Authority and Juriſdiction over all 
other Biſhops throughout the whole Catholick Church; which is the only thing 
they claznz jure divino, and which is ſo annexed to the dignity of their office by 
_ inſtitution, that, were the Pope deprived of all his Temporalties, yet 
could not his Spiritual Authority ſuffer the leaſt diminution by it, But 1. Doth 
his Lordſhips diſcourſe only contain an account of the Popes temporal great- 
neſs by the Patronage of Chriſtian Emperours £ Doth he not plainly thew, 
How the Popes got their power by rebe//ing, and conteſting with the Empe- 
17; themſelves, How they aſſumed to themſelves a power to depole Em- 
perowrs: and, Do they claim theſe things jure Divino too ? 2. What you lay 
ofthe Popes Spiritxal Authority, will then hold good when it is well pro- 
ved; but bare aſſerting it, will never doit. We muſt therefore have pa- 
tience till you have leiſure toattempr it. 

But in the mean time we muſt conſider, How you vindicate the famons 
Place of Ireneus concerning, as you ſay, the Pope's Supreme Paſtoral Authori- 
y,trom his Lordſhips interpretation. Yet, betore we come tothe Author;- 
ty1t ſelf, there are ſome light skirmiſhes (as you call them) to be palled 
through; and thole are, concerning Trenexs himſelf, For his Lordſhip 


lanh, That his Adverſarie is much ſcanted of ancient proof, if Irenzus ſtand p 5, A.13 


alone; beſides, [renzus was a Biſhop of the Gallican Church, and a very un- 
like ly tanto ca ptzvate the liberty of that Church under the more powerful prin- 
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cipality of Rome. And how can we have better evidence f his judgement 
touching that principality, then the aFions of bis life © When Pope Vid, 
excommunicated the Afian Churches ,&>bo', all at a blow, was not Irenzus th, 
chief man that reprehended him for it ? A very unmeet and undutifyl thi 


fare it bad been in [renzus, in deeds to tax him of raſhneſs and inconſideryy,. 


neſs, whom in words A.C. would have to be acknowledged by him, the Sypr,,, 
and Infallible Paſtour of the Univerſal Church, To which you Anſve; 
I. To the liberty of the Gallican Church; As if (forſooth ) the ſo much talked 
of liberties of the Gallican Church, had been things known or heard of in 
St. Irenzus bis time ;, as though there were no difference between nx 
captivating the Liberty of that Chxrch to Rome, and aſlerting the Libertj, 
of the Gallican Church in her obedience to Rome, yer theſe two muſt þe 
confounded by you to render his Lordſhips Anſwer ridiculous; which yet 
is as ſound and rational as your cavil is vain and impertinent But this 
you pals over and fix, 2. Upon his reprehending Pope Vitor, where (you 
ſay) that Euſebius hath not a word importing reprehcnſton,but rather a ftien. 
ly and ſeaſonable perſwaſton : bis words are aconilus mgard Ec, he exhort; 
him after a handſome manner, as refleFing on the Popes dignity, and clear 
ſhews that the Pope had of right ſome Authority over the Afian Biſhops, andly 
conſequence over the whole Church. Foy otherwiſe it had been very abſurd 
in $t, [renaus to perſwade Pope Victor,not to cut off ſrom the Church ſo m 
Chriſtian Provinces had he believed (as Proteſtant, contends he did ) theth 
Pope had no power at all to cut them off. Juſt as if a man ſhould entreat the 
Biſhop of Rocheſter,z0t to excommmunicate the Archbiſhop of York and all the 
Biſhops of his Province ;, over whom he hath not any the leaſt pretence of Juiſ: 
didion. IT Anſwer, that if you ſay, that Ewſebiws hath not a word importing 
reprehenſton, it is a ſign you have not read what Exſebizs ſaith. For, doth 
not he expreſly ſay, That the Epiſtle of ſome of the 8i- 


vie) I Fg _ Jroud mano (hops are yet remaining, in which they do ſeverely rebuke 
y 22 22.790 wy Te BidlogF * vers 6 © a 
Ennd®, ec. Euſeb, 1.5.c.2.4. him? Among whom (\aith he) Irencus was one, Oc. 


It ſeems, Ireneus was one of thoſe Biſhops who did 
ſo ſharply reprehend him: but it may be, you would render =\lungy 
xbamteor kiiſing bis Holineſs feet, or, exhorting him after a handſome ma- 
zer ; and indeed,ifthey did it ſharply.they did it ac-»57u ſuitably enough 
to what YViGor deſerved for his raſh and inconfiderate proceedings inthis 


buſineſs. But withall to let you ſee how well thele proceedings of his were 


reſented inthe Chriſtian world, Exſeb;ns tells us before, That Vitor by bis 
letters did declare thoſe of the Eaſtern Churches to be ex- 


A's wee _ merit Taur” - communicate : and he preſently adds, But this didm 
A I es eee wayes pleaſe all the Biſhops z wherefore (4inovgwdn)) 
& 1dms proven, Euſcb. ibid. they conntermanded him, that he might mind the things 


of peace and unity and brotherly love. And will you 

ſtill render that word too, by exhorting hin after a handſome manner,when 

cven Chriſtopherſon renders it by magnopert adhortabantur,V aleſms by ex ad- 

verſo hortati ſunt:and although theſe ſeem not to come up to the full emph« 
is of the word, yet ſarely they imply ſomewhat of vehemency and yaw 
in their perſwading him as well as theis being hugely diflatisfied with what 

ViGor d1d.1 grant that theſe perſons did refleF(as you ſay )on the Pope,but not 

as you would have it 02 his dignity, but on his raſhneſs and indiſcretion, that 

ihould go about to caſt the Aſrar Churches out of Communion, for ſuch atrt 

tle asthat was in Controverhie between them. But you are the happieſt man 


ar making inferences that I have met with : for, becanſe Irenxus in the name 
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the Gallican Biſhops,writes to Vidtor, not to proceed ſo reſbly in this ation 


thence you 7 


in thoſe caſes. If the Pope had call'd them to Council to have known their 
adviſe, it might have been their duty to have given it him in the moſt 
humble and fubmifiive manner that might be. But for them to intrude 
themſelves into ſuch an office as to adviſe the Head of the Church what to 
doin a matter peculiarly concerning him, as though he did not know 
what was fit to be done himſelf; methinks you ſhould not imagine that 
theſe men did at ae9mw'1os, as became them, in doing it. Could they pof- 
ibly in any thing more declare, how little they thought it neceſlary for 
all Churches to conform to that of Rome, when they. plead for diflenters in 
ſuch a matter which the Pope had abſolutely declared himſelf about ? 
And how durſt any of them flight the thxrderbolts which the Pope threat- 
ned them with ? Yet not only Polycrates and the Afar Biſhops who joyned 
with himprofeſs themſelves not at all affrighted at them 5 but the other 
Churches looked not on themſelves as —_ to forlake their communion 
onthat account. If this beluch an evidence of the Popes power in one 
ſenſe, I amſure it isa greater evidence of his _— in another : It ſeems 
the Head of the Church began betimes to be troubled with the fames of 
paſſror: 3 and it isa little unhappy, that the firſt 7»ſtance of his Authority 
ſhould meet with fo little regard in the Chriſtian world. If the Pope did 
begin to aſſume ſo early, you ſee it was not very well liked of by the Bi- 
ſhops of other Churches, But it ſeems he had a mind to try his power and 
the weight of his Arm ; but for all his haſte, he was fainto withdraw it 
very patiently again. Yaleſius thinks that he never went fo far as to ex- 
communicate the Aſiar Biſhops at all, but the noiſe of his threatning to do Yale/. not, in 
it being heard by them, ('it ſeems the very preparing of his #hnnderbolts WAL $60 
amazed the world) Trenexs having call'd a Synod of the Biſhops of Gal 
together, doth in their name write that Letter, in Exſebizs,to VidGor to dif- 
lwade him from it, and that it wrought ſo etfectually with him, that he 
ob it over. And this he endeavours to prove. 1. Becaule Enſebivs 
th, he only endeavour'd todo it. But Cardinal Perron (uppoſeth Ex- 
{bis had a worſe meaning then ſoin it; 2. e. that though the Pope did de- 
cre them excommunicate, yet it took 110 effeF becauſe other Biſhops continued 
fill in communion with them ; and therefore he calls Ewſebivs an Arriar 
and an enemy to the Church of Rome, when yet all the records of this ſtory 
are derived from him. 2. Becauſe the Epiſtles of Irenews tend to per- 
lwade him not to cut them off ; whereas, if they had been excommuni- 
cate, it would have been rather to have reſtored them to Communion ; 
and that Photixs, faith that Irenexs writ many letters to YiFor to prevent 
their excommunication. But becauſe Ewſebizs ſaith expreſly, That he did |. ſth, ibid. 
by oy aw> them out of the Communion of the Church, the common © 
opinion ſeems more probable, and xx Lit underſtands it ; but till I $oerar.t.5.c.25 
Kkk 2 am 
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am to ſeek for ſuch an Argument of the acknowledgement of the Poje, 
Authority then, as you would draw from 1t. Tes, ſay you, becauſe they dy 
not tell him, He had no Authority to do what he did ;, which they would hy, 
done if they could without proclaiming themſelves $chiſmaticks iplo fatto and 
ſhaking the very Foundation of the Churches Diſcipline and Unity, But jj 
this proceeds from want of underſtanding the Diſcipline of the Church x 
that time 3 for excommunication did not imply any fuch authoritative az 
of throwing men out of the Communion of the whole Church, but only 4 
declaring that they would not admit ſuch perſons to communion with 
themſelves. And therefore might be done by equals to equals, and ſome. 
times by Inferionrs to Swperiours, In cquals 1t 1s apparent by Johan; 
Antiochenys in the Epheſine Council excommunicating Cyril Patriarch of 
Alexandria ; and I ſuppolc you will not acknowledge it may be done by 
Trferiours, if we can produce any examples of Popes being cxcommunj. 
cated ; and what ſay you then to the African Biſhops excommunicating 
.- ' Pope Vigilins as Vitor Tununenſts an African Biſhg 
ee te rEm eateoram S764. hioſelf relates it : Will you fay now that Vilforres. 
daliter a Catholic4 communion”, reſervats es COMMUNICAting, the Aſian Churches argued his autho- 
penitentte loco, recludunt, Victor Tunu- 15; over them, when another ViGor tells us, that th 
nenſ, Chronic, p, 10. . 4"; ith , 
African Biſhops ſolemnly excommunicated the Py 
himſelf And T hope you will not deny but the Biſhop of Rocheſter might x 
well excommunicate the Archbiſhop of Tork ,.as thele Africans excommuni- 
cate the Biſhop of Rowe. What ſay you to the expunging the name of 
Felix Biſhop of Rome out of the Diptichs of the Church, by Acacius thels 
triarch of Conſtantinople * What ſay you to Hilary s Anathema again{t 
Fope Liberixs e It thele excommunications did not argue juſt power and 
authority over the perſons excommunicated, neither could Pope YViors do 
it, For it is apparent by the practiſe of the Church that excommunication 
argued no ſuch ſuperiority in the perſons who did it 3 but all the forcedf 
it lay inthe ſenſe of the Church 3, for by whomſocver the ſentence was pro- 
nounced, if all other Chxrches obſcrved it, (as moſt commonly they did 
while the Vrity of the Church continued) then they were out of the Com- 
munion of the Catholick Church ; it not, then it was only the particular de- 
claration of thoſe perſons ur Churches who did it. And in this caſe the 
validity of the Popes excommunication of the Aſear Biſhops depended up- 
on the acceptance of it by other Chxrches, which moſt conſenting toit, he 
could not throw them out of the communion of the whole Church, but 
only declare, that if they came to Rome, he would not admit themto 
communion with him. And therefore Kuffinus well renders that place 
in Eſebius out of Irenans his Epiltle to ViGor, vIim's ht m3 31G mem amid 
-w nic ; by theſe words , Nunquar tamen ob hoc repulſs ſunt ab Ecclſ 
ſocietate, aut venientes ab ills partibus non ſunt ſuſcepti, ſo that SC may 
as well ſignifie zot toreceive as to caſt out ; for the Churches not receiving, 
is her caſting out. Thus, I hope, it is evident that his Lordſhip hath rc 
ceived n0 injury by thele /ighter skirmiſhes, | 
G. 12. We now follow you into hotter ſervice; For you ſay, he ventures at liſt 
P. 201. Ttograpple with the Authority it ſelf, allcadged by A.C. out of $t. [renzus 
where,inthe firſt place, you wink and ſtrike ; and let your blows fall be- 
ſides him, for fear he ſhould return them, or ſome one for him. You 
quarrel with his tranſlation of the Authority cited by him : but that the 
ground of this quarrel may be underſtood 5 we muſt firſt enquire what 
his Lordſhip hath to ſay for himſelf The place of Irenzus z, To = 
Churc 
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Church (he ſpeaks of Rome ), propter potentiorem principalitatem, for the 
more powerful Principality of it , 'tis neceſſary that 


Ad banc Eccleſsim propter potentiorem prite 


every Church,that js the faithful undique round about, Hewes, ads ef cm cnnedbe Bec 
ſbould have recourſe. Now for this 5 Chis Lord(hip cleſpams, i. e. eos qui ſunt undique fideles : 1 


4. . , ; 4 ti qua ſemper ab þus qui ſunt unique, conſer- 
lth) there was ney} greas reaſo in Irenzus bis ne, - wvata ſb ea we ab Apoſto!:s traditio. Lien, 


that upon any difference ariſing 11 the faith, Omnes 1.1 <3, 
undique Fideles, al/ ke or, if you will, all the 
Churches round about, ſhould have recourſe, that is, reſort to Rome being the 
Imperial City, and ſo a Church of more powerful Principality, then any other 
at that tine in thoſe parts of the world. But this (his Lordſhip faith) wil 
wt exalt Rome to be Head of the Church Univerſal. Here your blood riſes, 
and you begin a molt furious encounter with his Lordſhip for tranſJating 
undique round about, as if (lay you) St. Irenzus ſpake only of thoſe neighbour- 
ine Churches round about Rome, and not the Churches throughout the world ; 
p, 3:2 undique 4s naturally fignifies, every where, and, from all parts : wit- 
reſl Thomas Thomalius, where the word undique is thus Engliſhed, From all 
parts, places, and corners, every where. Can you blame me now if I ſeek 
for a retreat into ſume ſtrong-hold, or if you will, ſome more powerful Prin- 
cipality when I ſee ſo dreadtul a Charge begun, with Thomas Thomaſins in 
the Front ? You had routed us once beforc with Rzder, and other Engliſh 
Lexicons; but it ſeems Rider had done ſervice enough that time, now that 
venerable perſon Thomas Thomaſis ruſt be upon duty,and do his ſhare for 
the Catholick Cauſe. You ſomewhere complain how much Catholicks are 
ſtraitned for want of Books, Would any one believe you that find you fo 
well ſtored with Thomas Thomaſtus, Rider,and other Engliſh Lexicons * You 
would ſure give us ſome cauſe of ſuſpition that there is ſome Jeſnits School 
taughtin Ergland,and that you are the learned aſter of it,by your being 
ſo converſant in theſe worthy Authours. But although the Authority of 
Th, Thomaſins ſignifie very little with us, yet that of the Greek Lexicons 
might do much more if we had the original Greek of Trenexs inſtead of 
Jus barbarous Latin Interpreter. For now it is uncertain what word Ire- 
nes ulcd, and ſoit is but a very uncertain conjecture which can be drawn 
from the lignification of mw nr, aw mx,5%r, 4 mm75, unleſs we knew,which of 
them was the gerauine word inthe Greek of Irenes. But you fay,all of 
them undeniably ſignifie, ſfom all parts Univerſally : and that becaule they 
are rendred by the word u#dique. So that this will make an excellent 
proof,vndique muſt ſignific trom all parts, becauſe min%:r, numyfer, dmwri 
do ſignifie ſo in Greek. ;, and that thele do undeniably ſignifie ſo much, ap- 
pears becauſe they are rendred by urdique. And I grant they are fo : fors 
nthe old Glofary which gocs under the name of Cyril, undique is rendred 
by =wwm93%, and 7:1 (than whom we cannot poſſibly defire a better Au- 
thour inthis caſe) renders mins by xndigg. For in his Book de Finibus, he 


De Fimb. l.2« 


v.Hen 'Steph, 


tranſlates that of Epicurns zernly wank iguw us 4 nfrgr by undique comple- Lexicon Cice- 
rentur voluptatibus ; and ſo he renders that paſlage in Plato's Timens 10%p. 5. 


mepmax5 75 © won Ivy by undique aquabilem, although as Hem, Stephanus 
notes, that be rather the f1gnification of mrmy 3% then mrrz;45, but (till 
there is ſome difference between nw; i%, and drar=y3%,, and fo 
«rwmy9):y yis In Greek Authours notes ex omni parte terre, but nay tie 
caly ex quivis parte; fo that the one ſignifies Vnzverſally, the other 
mdefinitely : undique relating properly to the circumference, as undique 
equalis, on all ſides it is __ Þ the qui ſunt undique fideles, are, thoſe 
which lye upon al/ quarters round about. And fo itdoth not imply _ all 
pcrlons 
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tiech. Can. 9. 
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perſons were bound to come, but that from al/ quarters ſome did comes; 1; 
Herodian ſpeaks of Rome, mavartgumy Tt voy, % 705 mymy blur vole lieu, this 
it was very populous, and did receive them which came from all parts ; which 
doth very titly explain the ſenſe of Irenezs, that to Kome being the Ine. 
rial City, men came from a// quarters. But the ſenſe of this will be more 
tully underſtood by a parallel exprefſion in the »inth Canon of the 
Council of Antioch, in which it is decreed that the AMetropolitay 
ſhould have the cate of all the Biſhops in his Province, 94 nt &% T1 wing 
mn myTmyilev ovinphgeiv mores 7605 Ti mpayuart Etyorms » becauſe all Perſon: 
who have buſineſs ſro all parts, reſort to the Metropolis : here many\qy 
owrelzer, is the very ſame with the andig, converire, in Irenews, 
that it relates not to any Obligation on Churches to reſort thither, hy 
that being the Seat of the Empire, all believers from all parts did mike 
their recourſe thither. Which is moſt fully expreſied by Leo, ſpeaking 
of S. Peter's coming to Rowe, Cujus nationis homines in ac Urbe non eſſent? 
aut que uſpiam gentes ignorarext, quod Roma didicijſet * Ando, if I grant 
you that it extends to al/ parts, I know not what advantages you will get 
by it : for Irenes his deſign is, to ſhew that there was no ſuch ſecret Tr- 
dition left by the Ape, as the Yalentinians pretended. And for this he 
appeals tothe Church of Rome, which being ſeated in the Imperial City, to 
whichBelievers from allparts did refort,it is impoſſible to conceive that the 
Apoſtles ſhould have Icfc fuch a Tradition, and it not to be heard of there: 
which 1s the plain, genuine meaning of 1rere#s his words.Not as you weal- 
ly imagine, That all Churches in all doubts of Faith, were Lound to have thei 
recourſe thither,as to their conſtant guide therein, For Irene#s was not difpu- 
ting, What was tobe done by Chriſtians in doubts of Faith; but was enqui- 
ring into a matter of fa&t,viz. Whether any ſuch Tradition were ever Fn 1 
the Church,or nozand therefore nothing could be more pertinent or ccnyin- 
cing, than appealing to that Church to which Chriſtians reſorted from all 
parts:for it could not be conceived, but,if the Apoſtles had left ſuch a Tradi- 
tion any where, it would be heard of at Rowe. And you moſt notorioully 
pervert the meaning of Trernexs,when you would make the force of hisar- 
gument tolye in the neceſſity of all Chriſtians reſorting to Rome, becauſe the 
DoFrine or Tradition of the Roman Church was,as it were,the touchſtone of al 
Apoſtolical DoFrine, But,I ſuppoſe you deal in ſome Engliſh Logicians,as wel 
as Englſh Lexicons,and theretore I muſt ſubmit both to your Gra-mar and 
Logick: but your ingenuity 1s as great as your reaſon; {or you firſt pervert 
his Lordſhips meaning, and then make him diſpute ridiculoul]y, that you 
might come out with your triumphant language, Is ot this fine Mean- 
drick Logick, well beſeeming ſo noble a Labyrinth £ Whereas his Lordſhips 
reaſoning is fo plain and clear, that none but ſuch a one as had a Labyrintb 
in his brains, could have imagined any Mearders in it : As appears by 
what I have ſaid already, in the explicatiþn ofthe meaning of Irendu-. 
But that I may ſee the ſtrength of yourLogick out of this place of Irt- 
ens, I will tranſlate undig, and ſemper.as fully as you would 2 me, and 
give youthe words at large, in which, by thoſe who come ſhot all places, the 
Apoſtolical Tradition is alwaies conſerved, What is it you inferr hence? 
From the Premiſes you argnethus : All the faithful every where, muſt of nect- 
ſity have recourſe to the Church of Rome, by _ of her more powerful prin 
cipality. This is $, Irenzus his propoſition. But there conld be no neceſi) 
they all ſhould have recourſe to that Church, by reaſon of her more powerful prin- 
cipality, if her ſaid power extended not to them all, This is evident to _—= 
rgo, 
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Ergo, this more powerful principality of the Roman Church, __ needs extend 
toall the faithſul every where, and not only to thoſe of the Suburbicary 
Churches, or Patriarchal Dioceſe of Rome, as the Biſhop pleads. Now | lee, 
youarea man at arms, and know, not only how to grapple with his Lord- 
ſhip, but with Zrexexs to boot. But we muſt firſt ſee, How Irenens him- 
ſelf argues, that we may the better underſtand the force of what you de- 
duce from him. The Queſtion, as I have told you already, was, Whe- 
ther the Apoſtles left any ſuch Tradition in the Church, as the Valen- 
tinians pretended : Trenexs proves they did not, becaule, if there 
had been any ſuch , the Apoſtolical Churches would certainly have 
preſerved the memory of it ; but becauſe it would be too tedious to in- 
fiſt on the ſucceſſion of all Churches; he therefore makes choice of the moſt 
famous.the Church of Rome,in which the Apoſtolical Tradition had been de- 
rived by a ſucceſſion of Biſhops down to his own time; ard by this(faith he) 
we confound all thoſe who throuch vain glory, or blindneſs, do gather any ſuch 
thing. For (faith he) to this Church for the more powerful principality all 
Churches do make reſort, 1. e. the believers from all parts, in which by 

thoſe who come jrom all parts the Apoſtolical Tradition is alwaies preſerved. 

We muſt now ſee, How Irene argues according to your ſenſe of his 

words. If all the faithtul every where, mult of neceſſity have recourſe to 

the Church of Rome, for her more powerful principality; then there is na, ſe- 
cret Tradition left by the Apoſ#/es.But, Where lyes the connexion between 
theſetwo? What had the Yalenrtinians to do with the power of the 

Church of Rome over other Churches That was not the buſineſs they diſ- 

puted 3 their Queſtion was, Whether there were no ſuch Traditzon as 

they pretended ? And Rome might have never fo great power over all 

Churches, and yet have this ſecret Tradition too. For now we ſee, when 

ſhe pretends to the greateſt power, nay, to Ifa/ibility, ſhe pretends the 

higheſt to Traditions, Where then lyes the force of Irenexs his argu- 
ment? Was it in this, that the Yaleztinians did acknowledge the Infalli- 
bility of the Church of Rome then, in Traditions ? This were indeed to the 
purpoſe, if it could be proved ; Or, Doth renews go about to prove 
this firſt > But by what argument doth heprove it fo, that the Yalentinians 
might be convinced by it ? Tes, fay you, he ſaith, That all the faithful muſt 
of neceſſity have recourſe to the Church of Rome ? This is your way of pro- 
ving indeed, to take things for granted but, How doth this zeceſſzty ap- 
pear ? becauſe, ſay you 'ſhe hath the more powerfa principality : But, What 
principality do you mean ? over all Churches? But that was the thing in 

Queſtion, So that if you will make Irenens ſpeak ſenſe, and argue perti- 
nently, his meaning can be noother than this. If there be ſuch a Trads- 
tion left, it muſt be left ſomewhere among Chriſtians : if it be lett among 
them, it may be known by enquiry, Whether they own any ſuch or no, 
But becauſe it would be troubleſome ſearching of all Churches, we may 
know their judgement more compendioully z there is the Church of Rome 
near us, a famous and ancient chock feared in the chief Cty of the Empire, 
to which all perſons have zeceſſeties to go; and among them, you cannot 
but ſuppoſe, but that out of every Church ſome faithful perſons ſhould 
come, and therefore it is very unreaſonable to think, that the Apoſtolical 
Tradition hath not alwaies been preſerved there, when perſons come from 
all places thither. Is not every thing in this account of Irenews his words 
very clear and pertinent to his preſent difpute ? But in the ſenſe you give 


of them, they are little to the purpoſe, and very precarious and in- 
conſequent. 
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conſequent. And therefore ſince the more powerful prixcipality is not thas 
of the Church, but of the Cty; ſince the neceſſity of recourſe thither, js nor 
for doubts of Faith, but other occaſions : therefore it by no means follgy, 
thence, That this Churches power did extend over the faithful every whey... 
thus by explaining your Propoſition, your Concluſion is aſhamed of it lea 
and runs away. For your argument comes to this 3 [t Engliſh men from 


all parts be forced to reſort to Loxdor, then London hath the power oye; 
all England; or ifone ſhould fay, If ſome from all Churches in Engl,y 
muſt reſort to Londox, then the Church at London hath power over all the 
Churches in England: and if this conſequence be good, yours is ; for jt i 
of the ſame nature of it 3 the neceſſity of the reſort, not lying in the 4, 
therity of the Church, but in the Dignity of the City, the words in all Pro- 
bability inthe Greek, being 9 mv ivreligey «5:87, and fo relate to the dy. 
nity of Rome, as the Imperial City, 

From whence we proceed tothe Vindication of Ruffinns, in his Tranſ 


—_ lation of the 6. Canon of the Council of Nice. The occalion of which is this 
His Lordſhip faith, Suppoſing that the powerful principality be aſcribed to th 

Church of Rome, yet it follows not that it ſhould have power over all Churches, 

P. 183. for this power was confined within its own Patriarchate and Juriſdidion , and 


Apud Alexandriam ut is trbe Roma, vetu- 


that (faith he) was very large, containing all the Provinces in the Dioceſe f 
Italy (ir the old ſenſe of the word Dioceſe) which Provinces the Lawyers and 
others term Suburbicaries. There were ten of them: the three Iſlands, Sicily, 
Corſica, and Sardinia, and the other ſeven upon the firm Land of [ta] Y. And 
this, I take it, is plain in Ruffinus. For he living ſhortly after the Nicene Coun- 
cil, as he did, and being of Italy, as he was, he might very well know the 
bounds of the Patriarchs JuriſdiFion, as it was then praiſed. And be ſy 
expreſly, that according to the old cuſtom, the Roman 


ſta conſuetuds ſervetur, ut ille Zyypti ut Patriarchs charge was confined within the limits of the 
bic Suburbicariarum Eccleſrarum ſolicutudi» gubyrbican Churches. To avoid the force of this tefi 


em gerat, Ruffin, Eccleſ, hiſt, I, 1, c, 6 . 


P. 203 . Ne7 + 


mony, Cardinal Perron laies load upon Ruffinus. For 
he charges him with paſſion, ignorance, and raſlneſs. And one piece of his ig- 
norance is, that he hath ill tranſlated the Canon of the Council of Nice, Now, 
although his Lordſhip doth not approve of it as a Tranſlation: yet he ſaith, Rut- 


finus living in that time and place, was very like well to know and underſtand. 


the limits and bounds of that Patriarchate of Rome, in which he lived. This 
ou ſay) is very little to his Lordſhips advantage, ſince it is inconſiſtent with 
the vote of all Antiquity, and gives $. Irenxus the lye ;, but if the tormer be 
no truer than the latter, it may be very much to his advantage, notwith- 
ſtanding what you have produced to the contrary. What the ground 
is, Why the Roman Patriarchate was confined within the Romar Dioceſe, 
[ have already ſhewed in the precedent Chapter, in explication of the Ni- 
cene Canon, We muſt now therefore examine the Reaſons you bring, 
Why the notion of Subarbicary Churches muſt be extended beyond the 
limits his Lordſhip affigns; that f the ſmralneſs of Juriſdiction compared with 
other Patriarchs, ] have given an account of already, viz. from the corre- 
ſpondency ofthe Eccleſiaſtical and Civil Government ; for the Civil Div- 
ceſes of the Eaſtern part of the Empire did extend much farther than the 
Weſtern did; and that was the Reaſon, Why the Patriarchs of Antioch and 
Alexandria,had a larger 4etropolitical Juriſdictionthan the Biſhop of Rowe 
had.But you tell us, That Swuburbicary Churches muſt be taken as general /s 
nifying al Churches andCities any waies ſubordinate to the City of Rome;which 
was at that time known by the name of Urbs,or City's iZox61, by way of, _ 
ency 5 


— 
— —— - —— — —— =— 


Chap. VI. Ofthe Title of Univerſal Biſhop, 445 


ſency;, Hot as it related to the Prefect or Governour of Rome, in regard of 
whoſe ordinary Juriſdiction, we confeſs it commanded only thoſe few places 
about it in Italy 3 but as it related to the Emperour himſelf ;, in whichſenſe the 
word Suburbicary, rizhtly ſignifies all Cities or Churches whatſoever within the 
Roman Empire; as the word Romania alſo anciently ſignified the rehole Im- 
erial Territory, as Card. Perron clearly proves upon this ſubje. But, this 
is one inſtance of what mens wits will do, when they are reſolved to break 
through any thing : For, whoever that had read of the S#burbicary Re- 
gions and Provinces in the Code of Theodoſins, tr other parts of the C7vil Cod, Theo- 
Law, as diſtinguiſhed trom other Provinces under the Roman Empire, and 4. L.ixtic.e, 
thoſe in taly too, could ever have imagined that the notion of Snbwrbi- => ap aj oy 
cary Churches had been any other than what was corre{pondent to thoſe 
Regions and Provinces, But let that be granted which S7rmondus lo much Adventor y.z, 
contends for, That the notion of Suburbicary may have different reſpects, — 
ard ſo ſomerimes be taken for the Churches within the Roman Dioceſe, © * 
ſometimes for thoſe within the Roman Patriarchate, and ſometimies for 
thoſe, which are under the Pope asUniverſal Paſtor;yet, How doth it appear 
that ever Kuffinys took it in any other than the firſt ſenſe 2 No other Pro- 
vinces being called Syburbicary, but ſuch as were under the Jurifdiction 
either ofthe Roman Prefed? within a hundred miles of the City (within 
which compaſs, references and appeals were made to him) orat the moſt, 
to the Lieutenant of the Rom:zn Dioceſe, whole Juriſdiction extended to 
thoſe tex Provinces which his Lordſhip mentions. It 1s not therefore, In 
what ſenſe words may be taken, but in what ſenſe they were taken, and 
what Evidence there is that ever they were ſo underſtood. Never was 
any Controverſie more ridiculous, than that concerning the extent of the 
Subarbicary Regions or Provinces, if Suburbicary were taken in your ſenſe 
for all the Citzes within the Roman Empire. But this extending of the Sub- 
wbicary Churches,as far as the Roman Empire, is like the art of thoſe Jeſuits, 
whoin their ſetting forth Araſtaſizs de vitis Pontificum, in Stephanys 5, 
turn'd Papa Urbis 1nto Papa Orbis: tor that being ſo mean and contemptible 
atitte, they thought much it ſhould remain as 1t did; but Papa Orbis was 
magnificent and glorious. IT wonder therefore, that inſtead of extend- 
ing the ſignification of Suburbicary Churches,you do not rather pretend that . 
tought to be read Swborbicary, and foto ſuit exattly with the Papa Orbis, 
as importing all thoſe C:xrches which are under the power of the Unz- 
verſal Paſtor, For, Why ſhould you ſtop at the confines of the Ronan 
Empire; How comes his Juriſdiction to be confined within that ? By what 
right did he govern the Churches within the Empire, and not thoſe with- 
out ? Surely not, as Primate, Metropolitan, or Patriarch of the Roman Em- 
pire, for thoſe are titles yet unheard of in Antiquity; it as Head of the 
Church, How comes the Jxr:ſdi&ion of that to be at all limited ? Were 
there no Churches without the Empire then? I hope you will not deny 
that : Tf there were, To whom did the Juriſdifion over them belong ? to 
Pope, or not ? If not, How comes he to be Head of the Church, and Uni- 
verſal Paſtor 2 Tf they did, Why were not theſe Subarbicary Churches, as 
well as thoſe within the Empire £ Beſides, it is confetled by the learnedeſt 
among you, that when rhe notion of S#bxrbicary is extended beyond the 


*Mburbicary Provinces, it is not out of any relation tothe City, but to the 
power of the Biſhop of the City, and therefore the Suburbicary Churches 
may belarger than the S»burbicary Provinces, But if this be true (as it 
the only probable evaſion) then it is impoſſible for you, to confine = 
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Suburbicary Churches within the Roman Empire, without confining the Ju- 
riſaition of the Roman Biſhop within thoſe bounds too. For if the in- 
larging the notion of S»rburbicary Churches depends upon the extent of 
his power, the fixing the limits of thoſe Churches, determines the bound 
of his power too. Which 1s utterly deſtruCtive to your pretences of the 
Pope's being Head of the Univerſal Church, and not barely of the Churche, 
within the Roar Empire, But if it had been Kuffinws his deſign to ex. 
prels by Suburbicary Churches, all thoſe within the Roman Empire, ſurely 
he made choice of the moſt unhappy expreſſion to do it by, which he could 
well have thought of. For, it being then ſo well known what the $abyr. 
bicary Provinces were, that in the Code of Theodoſius, where they are fo 
often mentioned, they arenot diſtinftly enumerated, becauſe they were 
then as well underſtood as the Africar, Gallicar, or Britannick, Provinces, 
How abſurd were it for him, to take a word in common uſe, and fo wel] 
known, and apply it toſuch a ſenſe, as no example beſides can be produced 
for it. For faay one at that time ſhould have ſpoken of the Afican, 
Gallican, or Britannick Churches, no one would have imagined any cther 
than thoſe which were contained in the ſeveral Provinces under thok 
names. What reaſon is there then, that any thing elſe ſhould be appre. 
hended by the Suburbicary Churches £ I know the laſt refuge of moſt of 
your ſide, inſtead of explaining theſe S»burbicary Churches, hath been to 
rail at Ruffinws,and call him Dance and Blockhead, and cnemy to the Re- 
man Church (inſtances were eafic to be given, if it were at all neceſlary)but 
beſides that, it were eafie to make it appear, that Kuffizrs was no uch 
fool, as ſome have taken him for : (And if they think fo, becauſe. Hie- 
rom gives him ſuch hard words, they muſt think ſoof all whom $, Hie- 
70 oppoſed) he is lufficiently vindicated in this tranſlation by the 4#- 
cient Vatican Copy of the Nicene Canons, out of which this very Canon ispro- 
duced by Sirmondus, and the very ſame word of Sburbicary therein ned, 
And that in ſuch a manner, as utterly deſtroies your 


m—_——— —_ big ſenſe of the Swbwrbicary Churches, for ſuch as arc 
Fpiſcopms #rbu Rome habeat P; incipatum ; within the Roman Empire; for that Copy calls them, 


ut Suburbicaria loca, & omnem Provinciam Loca Suburbicaria 5 and, Will you fay, thoſe atethe 


1 ſuam ſollicitudine gubernet. Codex Vatica- 
7us apud Sirmond, de Region. & Ecclel. 


Suburb. 


Provinces within the Roman Expire two ? Can any 
one rationally think that any other places ſhouldbe 
called Suburbicary, but fuch as lye about the City; 
And by the-ſame interpretation which you here uſe, you may call all Er: 
land the Suburbs of London ; becauſe London isthe City, 197 itoxin, as you 
ſpeak; and therefore all the Churches of England muſt be Swburbicary to 
London, But if you think this incongruous, you may on the ſame account 
judge the other to be ſo too : It appears then, that the Swburbicary placts 
in the Vatican Copy (and in that very Ancient Copy which Juſtel/zs had, 
which agrees with the Vatican) are the ſame with the Subarbicary Churches 
in Ruff ; and, if you will explain theſe latter of the Roman Empire,you 
muſt do the former too. But not only the Yaticas Copy, but all other di 
ferent Verſions of the Nicexe Canon utterly overthrow this Opinion of Car- 
dinal Perron, that the Suburbicary Churches muſt be taken for thoſe within 
the Koman Empire, For in the Arabick Verſicn publiſhed by Twrrians, it 
1s thus rendred, Siquiden ſimilittr Epiſcopus Kome, i. e. ſucceſſor Petri Apo- 
fſtoli, poteſtatem habet omninm civitatum, & locorum que ſunt circa eam, Are 


- allthe Cities and places in the Roman Empire, circa eamr, about the City of 


Rome? It not. neither canthe Chxrches be ? And in that Arabick p> 
plirate 
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pliraſe, which Sa/maſtus had of the famous Peireskixs, it is tran{lated much 
more agreeably to the Nicere Caron in theſe words; Propterea quod Epiſco- 
pus Romans tian hunc morem obtinet, & hoc ei adjuntJum eſt, ut poteſta- 
tem habeat ſupra civitates, @ loca que prope eam ſunt, Which is yet more 
full, ro ſhew the abſurdity of your expolition, for thele Suburbicary 
Charches muſt be then in places near the City of Rowe. And agreeably to 
theſe, Ariſtinws, the Greek ColleFor of the Canons hathit, 4 5 Puuns my va? 
P;un, which Ruffinus his Suburbicary doth exactly render. By whom 
now, muſt we be judged, What is meant by thele Subwrbicary Churches? by 
you who make a forced and ſtrained interpretation of the word Subrrbica- 
ry toſuch a ſenſe, of which there is no evidence in Antiquity, or Reaſon , 
and is withall manifeſtly repugnant tothe deſign of the Canon, which is 
to proportion the Dioceſes of the Biſhops of Antioch and Alexandrina, by 
the example of Rome (which had been very abſurd it theſe S»burbicary 
Churches did comprehend the Dzoreſes of Alexandria and Antioch, and all 
other Provinces. as you make them) ? or elſe muſt we be judged by the an- 
cient Verſrons of the Nicene Canon, Latin and Arabick, and by other Greek 
Paraphraſes, all which unanimoutly concurr to overthrow that Figment, 
that the Subarbicary Churches are all ihoſe within the Koman Empire, And 


this the learned Petrus de 2larca was lo ſenfible of, that he faith, Kuffimms ih Concordil 
accerdor. & 

. : . > Imp. 1l.1,c.7, 

compare the Alexandrian and Roman Biſhop in this, that he ſhould have c8. 6, 


did re[ſime & ex uſu recepto, very agreeably both to reaſon and! cuſtom 


the power over the Dioceſe of #g ypt, by the ſame right that the Biſhop of 
Rome had over the Urbicary Dioceſe; or, faith he, ut Ruffinus-eligantiſſime 
loquitur, In Eccleſiis Suburbicariis, id eſt, in is Eccleſiis que decem Provin- 
cirs Suburbicariis continebantur ;, as Ruffinus moſt elegantly ſpeaks (lure 
then he thought him no ſuch ignorant perſon, as Perroz and others from 
him have reproached him to be) 1x the Suburbicary Churches, that is, in 
thoſe Churches which are contained in the ten Subarbicary Provmces. For, as 
as he goes on, the calling of Synods, the ordination of Biſhops, the full admi- 
niſtration of the Churches in thoſe Provinces, did belong to the Biſhop of Rome; 
4 to the Bifhop of Alexandria in the Xgyptian Dioceſe, and to the Biſhop of 
Antioch iz the Oriental, Which he likewiſe confirms by the ancient La- 
tin Interpreter of the Nicene Canons, who, he ſaith, was elder than Diony- 
ſus Exignns , in whole interpretation, he makes the Suburbicaria loca to 
contain the four Regions about Rome, which made the proper Metropolitan 
Province of the Roman Biſhop comprehending (ixty nine Biſboprichs: and 
that which he calls his Province, to be the Urbicary Dioceſe, contained in 
thoſe ze Provinces which his Lordſhip mentions. 


But the Pope's being Univerſal Biſhop having lo little evidence elſewhere, 5g, x5. 
his Lordſhips adverſary at laſt hath recourſe to this, That the Biſhop of 
Rome 75S. Peter's ſucce/ſor, and therefore to him we muſt have recourſe, To 
which his Lordſhip anſwers; The Fathers I deny not, aſcribe very much to P. 185-0. 14, 6 


8, Peter ; but tis to $8. Peter in his own perſon, And among them Epipha- 
ns ## as free and as ſrequent in extolling 8. Pcter, 4s any of them: And yet 
did be never intend to give an abſolute principality to Rome in 8. Peter's 
right ; which he at large manifeſts by a place particularly inſited on, in which 
be proves, that the building of the Church on $. Peter in Epiphanius his ſenſe, 
15 not as if be and his ſucceſſors were to be Monarchs over it for ever : but it is 
the ediſying and eſt abliſhing the Church in the true Faith of Chriſt, by the 
Confeſſton which $, Peter made. And jo, faith he, he expreſſes himſelf elſe- 
where moſt plainly, that Chriſt's building his Church upon this Rock, was —_ 
L11 2 the 
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the Confe)ſun of $. Peter, and the ſolid Faith contained therein, An that 
Epiphanus coultnot mean that S. Peter was any Rock or Foundation of the 
Church, ſo as that he and his ſucceſjors muſt be relyed on in all matters of Faith 
and govern the Church like Princes and Monarchs, he proves wot only by the 
Context, but becauſe he makes $. James to ſucceed our Lord in the principjj. 
ty of the Church. And Epiphanius, faith he, was too full of learning a4 iy. 
_duſtry, to ſpeak contrary to himſelf in a point of this mowent, This js th 
'funm of his Lord{hips diſcourſe : to which you anſwer, That 3t is clear expy 
by the Texts of Epiphanius, that this promiſe by Chriſt to 8, Peter, is derice 
to his ſucceſſors ; which you prove ſrom hence, becauſe he ſaith, That by jh, 
Gates of Hell, Hereſies and Hereticks are underſtood , now this, ſay you, cy. 
zot be underſtood of $. Peter's perſon alone ;, for then, Why not Hereſtes ay 
Hereticks prevail againſt the Church after $.Peter's death ; yea ſo far as w;. 
terly to extinguiſh the true Faith £ But, Cannot God preſerve the Church 
from being extinguiſhed by Hereſtes, though S. Peter hath no Tfallible gye. 
ceſſor © Is not the promile, That the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt the 
Church? It doth not ſay, That the Gates of Hel/ (hall not prevail againk 
any that ſhall pretend to be his Succeſſor s at Rome s For it Hereſies be thoſe 
Gates, they have tco often prevailed againſt him. And, Is this your way 
indeed tolecure the Church, by. providing S. Peter ſuch ſucceſſors, which 
may be Hereticks themſelves? But much more witcly did S. Gregory tay, 
It one pretends to be Vniverſal Biſhop, then upon his falling, the Church 
mult fall too much more wilcly the Council of Baſel in their Syncdal 
Epiſtle,object this as the necellary conſequent of the Doctrine of the Pope's 
Supremacy, that, errante Pontifice, quod [ape contigit & contingere poteſt, tots 
erraret Eccleſia 5, that, in caſe the Pope erre, which often hath happened, 
and often may, the whole Chxrch muſt erre roo. And yet this is your way 
to ſecure the Church from errours and herelies. If you detigned to ruine 
it, you could hot do it in a more compendious way, than to oblige the 
whole Church to believe the dictates of one, who is fo far from that Infal- 
libility which S. Peter had, that he follows him in nothing more than his 
Falls : | wiſh he would in his Repentance too, and that wonld be the beſt 
way to ſecure the Church from Erronrs and Hercfes, Which ſhe can never 
be {ecured from, as long as one pretends to be her Head, who may nt 
only erre himlclt, but propound that tobe believed i»fa//ibly, which is no- 
torioutly falſe. For that Popes as Popes may erre, and propound falſe Do- 
ctrine to the Church, not only Proteſtants, but ome of your own Com- 
munion have abundantly proved ; particularly $72. Vigorixs in his de- 
tence of Kicherizs in his Commentary on the forecited Synodal Fpiſtle of 
the Council of Balil. And calls that opinion, That the Pope may erre asa 
private Looctor, but not as Pope, inepti[ſurau opinionen, a moſt fooliſ oft- 
ion, For otherwile, as hc faith, it would be moſt abſurd to fay, That ite 
Pope night be depoſed for Hereſie ; tor he is not depoſed as a private Dodor, 
but as Pope. And this he proves by the contradictious decrees of Adrian 3. 
to Adrian 1. and Leo 7. and foof Formoſus, Martinus, Romanus, to J0- 
hannes, Stephanus, and Sergius: Nay, he inſtanceth in that tamous de- 
cree of Boziface 8. in pronouncing lo definitively, that it was de neceſſitate 
ſalutis, ſubejſe Komano Pontifici (necellary to ſalvation to be ſubject to the 
Pope) and that he decreed this as Pope, appears by thoſe words, Declara- 
7145, dicimns, definimns, & pronunciamus. omnino eſſe. de neceſſitate jaluti; 
than which words, nothing can be more expreſs and definitive, and yet 
Pope Innocent 3. allerts, that the King of France hath 20 ſuperiour "mr 
earth, 


earth, Ts 
her rfi/ible Heads may ſo apparently contradict cach other, and this ac- 
knowledged by mcn of your own Communion. Nothing then can be 
more abſurd or unreaſonable, than to fay, That the Church cannot be pre- 
ſerved trom being extinguiſhed by Hereſte, unlels the Pope be S. Peter's ſuc- 
ceſſor, as Head of the Church, To his Lordſhips teſtimonies out of Fpi- 
phanins, that S. James ſuceceded our Lord in the principality of the Church, 
ou anlwer, 1. That in the places he alledges, there's not a word of the 
Churches principality. 2. That he only implies that he was the firſt of the 
Apoſi is made Biſhop of any particular place, viz. at Hieruſalem, which is cal- 
led Chriſt s Throne , as any Epiſcopal Chair is in ancient Eccleſraſtical Writers, 
But, whoſoever will examine the places in Fpiphanins, will find much more 
intended by him, than what you will allow : For not only he faith, that he 
firſt had an Epiſcopal Chair, but that our Lord committed to him # #g4rcy Epiph, haref, 
un &m mis yi, bis Throne upon Farth, which ſurely is much more than can 7521939: 
be faid of any mccr Epiſcopal Chair ;, and I believe you will be much to 
ſeek where Hiernſalem was ever called Chriſt's Throne pon earth after his 
Aſcenſion to Heaver. | Bclides, if it were, it 1s the ſtrongelt prejudice that 
may be again(r the principality of the Roman See; it Jeruſalem was made 
by Chriſt his Throve here. And, hat a principality over the whole Church js 
intended by Eprphanins, ſeems more clear by that other place which his 
Lord(hip cites, wherein he not only faith, That James was firſt made Biſhop, Erref. 9, 
but gives this reaſon for it, becauſe he was the Brother of our Lord ; and it P19 
'ou obſerve, How Fpiphanixs brings it in, you will ſay, hemtended more 
G it, than to make him the firſt Biſhop. For he was diſputing before, 
How the Kingdom and the Prieſthood did beth belong to Chrilt, and that 
Chriſt had transfuſed both into his Church, ilqurz 3 538, © 53 dia fe M7 
tun is & 7 dart, but his Throne is eſtabliſhed for ever in his holy Church ; 
confiſting both of his Kingdom and Prieſthood, both which he communi- 
cated to his Church z quare Jacobus primus omminm eſt Epiſcopns conſtitu- 
tus, as Petavins renders it, lothat he ſeems to ſettle Jaxres in that princi- 
pality of the Church, which he had given to itz and what reaſon can you 
have tothink, but that Chriſt's 7hroze, in which Fpiphanins, ſaith James, 
was ſettled in the other place, is the ſame with his Throne in the Church 
which he mentions here? And, What would you give for foclear a te- 
ſtimony in Antiquity for Chriſt s ſettling S. Peter in his Throne at Kome, as 
kere is for his placing S. James 1n it at Jerwſaler £ 

His Lordſhip goes on. Ard be ſtil/ tells us, the Biſhop of Rome is $8, Pe- 
ter's ſucceſſor, Well, ſuppoſe that, What then £ What e IWhy then, he ſucceed- 
ed in all $.Pcter's prerogatives which are ofdinary, and belonged to him as 
a biſhop , though not in the extraordinary, which belonged to him as an 
Apoſtle. For that is it which you all ſay, but no man proves. Yes, you lay, 
Bellarmine hath done it in his diſputations on that ſubje&, For this you pro- 
duce a ſaying of his, That when the Apoſtles were dead, the Apoſtolical Au- 
thority remained alone in $. Peter's ſucceſſor. I lee with you (till, ſaying and 
proving are all one. But ſince you referr the Reader to Bellarmrine for. 
proofs, I ſhall likewiſe refcrr him to the many ſuthcient Anſwers which 
have been given him. 

You argue ſtoutly afterwards, That becanſe Primacy in the modern ſenſe of 
it implies Supremacy, therefore wherever the Fathers attribute a Primacy to 
Peter among the Apoſtles, they mean his Authority and power over them, 1 ſee, 
you arc reſolved to believe that there cannot be one, two, and three; but 
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the firſt muſt be Head over all the reſt. A Primacy of Order, his Lordhi 1 
truly ſaith, was never denied him by Proteſtants ;, and an Univerſal Supre. 
macy of power was never granted him by the Primitive Chriſtians. Prove but 
in the firſt place that $. Peter had fuch a Swpremacy of power over the 
Apoſtles, and all Chriſtian Churches, and that this power is conveyed to the 
Pope, you will do ſomething. in the mean time we acknowledge as much 
Primacy, Authority, and Principality in $.Peter, as D. Reynoids proves in 
the place you cite; none of which come near that Sprexzary of powey 
which you contend for, and we muſt deny till we ſce it better proved 
than it is by you. But you offer it from S. Hierow, becaule he ſaith, Thy 
Primacy was given toPeter for preventing Schiſm, but a meer precedency of or. 
der is not ſufficient for that. But, Doth not S. Hierom in the words inime. 
diately before, ſay, That the Chnrch is equally built on all the Apoſtles, and 
that they all recezve the Keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven, and that the firmn: 
of the Church is equally grounded on them ;, and, Can he poſſibly then mean 
in the following words any other Prizzacy, but fuch as is among equals, 
and not any Supremacy of power over them? And certainly you think the 
Apoſtles very unruly, who would not be kept in order by ſuch a Priguucy 
as this is, unleſs a S. Peter's full jariſdi@Fion over them. And lince it isf0 
evident, that S. Hierom can mean no other but ſuch a prebemrinence as this 
for preventing Schzſ7, you had need have a good art, that can deduce 
from thence a zeceſſity of a Supremacy of power in the Church for that end, 
For,ſlay you, Whatſoever power or juriſdiction was neceſſary in the Apoſiles 
time for preventing Schiſms, muſt, a tortiori, be neceſſary in all ſucceeding 
ages; but ſtill befure to hold to that power or juriſdiction which was in 
the Apoſtles times, and we grant you all you can prove from it. You ſtill 
diſpute gallantly, when you beg the Queſtion, and argue as formally as 
I have met with one, when you have ſuppoſed that which it moſt con- 
cerned you to prove; Which is, that God hath appointed a Supremacy of 
power in one particular perſer, alwaies to continue in the Church for preler- 
vation of Faith and Unity in it.. For, if you ſuppoſe the Church cannotbe 
governed, or Schiſzz prevented without this, you may well ſave your {elf 
a labour of proving any further. But, ſo far are we from ſeeing uch 
a Swpremacy of power as you challenge to the Pope to be neceſlary for pre- 
venting Schi/zrs , that we are ſufficiently convinced that the Uſurping of it 
bath cauſed one of the greateſt ever was in the Chriſtian world. 
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Cuayr., VIL 
The Popes Authority, not proved from Scripture, or Reafon, 


The inſufficiency of the proofs from Scripture acknowledged by Romaniſds 
themſelves. The impertinency of Luk. 22, 32. to that purpoſe, No proofs 
offered for it but the ſuſpeFed teſtimonies of Popes in their own cauſe. That 
no Infallibility can thence come to the Pope as St. Peters fucceſſour,confeſſed 
and proved by Vigorius, and Mr. White, The weaknefs of the evaſion 
the Popes erring as a private Dofor, but not as Pope,acknowledged by there. 
John 21. 15. proves nothing towards the Popes Supremacy. How far the 
Popes Authority js owned by the Romaniſts over Kings. T. C's. beggings f 
the Queſtion, and tedious repetitions, paſt over. The Argument from the 
neceſſuty of a living Judge, conſidered. The Government of the Church not 
Monarchical, but Ariſtocratical. The inconveniencies of Monarchicdl 
Government in the Church manifeſted from reaſon, No evidence that Chriſs 
intended to inſtitute ſuch Government in his Church,but umch againſt it, 
The Communicatory letters in the primitive Church argued an Ariſtocracy. 
Gerlons Teſtimony from his Book de Auferibilitate Papz, explarmed aud 
vindicated, $t. Hieromes Teſtimony full 4g4inſe a Monarchy in the Church, 
The inconſiſtency of the Popes Monarchy with that of Temporal Princes, The 
Supremacy of Princes in Eccleſtaſtical matters,aſſerted by the $cripture and 
Antiquity, as well as the Church of England. 


WE are now come to the places of Scripture infiſted on for the prock 
of the Popes Authority 3 which you have been ſo often and fuc- 
ceſsfully beaten out of, by ſo many powerful aſlaults of our Writers, that 
itis matter of admiration that you ſhould yet think to find any ſhelter 
there. For thoſe which you-yet account Fortreſſes and Bulwarks tor your 
cauſe, have nut only been triumphed over by your Adverſaries, but have 
been ſighted by the wiſeſt of your party, and dehned as moſt untenable 
places. As Iſhall make it appear to you in the progreſs of this diſpute : 
In which I ſhall not barcly ſhew the palpable weakneſs of your-pretended 
proofs, but bring unanlwerable arguments againſt them from perfons of 
your own Communion. For the force of that reaſon by which the Pro- 
teftants have prevailed over you in this diſpute hath been ſo great, that it 
hath brought over ſome of the learnedft of your party, not only to an ac- 
knowledgement of the inſufficiency of theſe proofs, but to a zealous oppo- 
{tion againſt that very DoCtrine which you attempt to prove by them. 
But ſuch is the fate ofa ſinking cauſe, that it catcheth hold of any thing 
to ſave it ſelf, though it be the Anchor of the ſhip which makes it link the 
looner. Thus it will appear to be in theſe baffied Proofs, which you only 
bring into the Field to ſhew what ſtreights you are in for help; and no 
ſooner appear there, but they fall off to the conquering (ide, and help only 
to promote your ruine. But ſince they are in the place where Arguments 
ſhould be, we muſt in civility conſider them, as if they were ſo. The firſt 
place then is, Lake 22.32. T have pray d for thee that thy faith fail not. What 
would a Philoſopher think, were he choſen as Umpire between us, (as once 
one was between Origen and his Adverſaries) to hear this place produced 
toprove the Popes Authority and Ifallibility * And when a realon is de- 
manded of fo ſtrange an Intercnce (from a promile of recovery to St, Peter, 
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to an impoſſibility of falting in the Pope} nothing elſe produced, but the 
forged Epiſtles of ſome Popes,and the partial Teltimonics of others in their 
own cauſe ? Could he think otherwiſe, but that theſe men loved their 
cauſe dearly, and would fain proveit, if they could tell how : bur ſince 
there was neither evidence in reaſon or more indifferent writers in it, Yer 
to let them ſee how confident they were of the Popes Infallibility, the 
would produce their I»fal/ible Teſtimonies, to prove they were Infalliþ/., 
For we ask, Whatevidence is there that the priviledge ebtained for 
St. Peter, whatever it is, muſt deſcend to his Sncrefſovrs 5 it to his Succy: 
ſours, whether to a/ his Succeſlours, or only to lome: it only to ſore, why 
to thoſe at Rome more then at Antioch or any other _ ; If to them x 
Rome, why it muſt be underſtood of a Dofrinal and not a ſaving Faith, 1; 
it was in St.Peter ; if of DoGrinal,why not abſolutely, but only conditional), 
if they teach the Church? For all thele and ſeveral other enquiries of this 
nature, we aretold, It muſt be ſounderſtood 3 but if you ask Why, aj 
the Anſwer we can gct IS , Becauſe ſeven Popes at one time 0 other 
ſaid ſo. 
$. 2. But at this you grow very angry 3 and tell us, 1. That Bellarmine, le. 
P.z08. ſides theſe, gives ſeveral pregnant reaſons ſrom the Text it ſelf. What were 
it worth, to have a ſight of them? If you had thought them lo pregnant 
you are not ſo ſparing of taking out of Be/arzzine, but you would haye 
given them us over again. Bel/armins excellent proots are two or three 
ſine Dubio's, Sine dubio, ſaith he, hic Dominws ſpeciale aliquid Petro inpe. 
travit, And who denies it ? but we grant, it was lo ſpecial to [iim that it ne- 
ver cameto his Succeſſours ; and again, Sie dubio,zpſes pracipue cdebeat rf 
nota ſue ſedis auttoritas, ſpeaking ot the Popes Teſtimonies for themſelves, 
Without all doubt they knew beſt their own Authority. T hey were wor- 
derfully to blame elſe ; but all the difficulty is,to perlwade others to be- 
lieve them fire dubio,when they ſpeak in their own Cauſe, And for that 
I can find nopregnant reaſon in him at all, Well, but we havea third 
ſine dubio yet, which may be more to the purpoſe than either of the other 
two. For Bel/armin diſtinguiſhes of two priviledges which Chriſt obtain- 
ed for St. Peter, the firſt is, That himſelf ſhould never loſe the true F aith though 
he were tempted of the Devil; and this his Lordſhip grants, that it was the 
mo grace which Chriſts prayer obtained, that,notwithſtanding Satans 
ifting him,and his threefold denyal of his Maſter, he ſhould not fall into 
a final Apoſtacy : The ſecond priviledge is, That he,as Biſhop, ſhould not be 
able to teach any thing againſt the Faith, five, ut in ſede ejus nunquam inve- 
niretur qui doceret contra veram fidem, or, that there ſhould be none founs 
72 his See whoſhould doit. Is not here an excellent conjundion disjur- 
Ctive in this $7ve, Or ? that he ſhould not doit himſelf, or, that his Succe- 
fours ſhould not do it ? Doth not this want pregnant proofs? and we 
have them in the next words. The firſt of theſe, it may be (very modeſtly !) 
did not deſcend to his Succeſſours : but ſecundum, ſine Dubio, manavit ad ' 
poſteros five ſucceſlores; the ſecond, without all doubt, did deſcend to his 
Succeſſours, Are not theſe pregnant reaſons 3 three ſine dubio's given us by 
Cardinal Bellarmin £ For when he comes to confirm this laſt ſie dyubio, he 
produces nothing but thoſe Teſtimonies, which his Lordſhip excepts 
againſt,as not fit to be Judges in their own Cauſe. If theſe then be Bel/ar- 
ns pregnant reaſons out of the Text, no wonder that his Lordfhip was 
not pleaſed to Anſwer them. But yet you are difpleaſed, that his Lordſbry 
Should think that Popes were intereſſed perſons in their own Cauſe, No,no all 
that 
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that ever fat in that See, were ſuch holy, meck, humble, ſe]f-denying mien; 
that they would not for a world, let a word fall to exalt their cwn Au- 
thority in the Chxrch, And we are mightily to blame to think otherwiſe 
of them. Is it poſlible to think that Felzx 1, and Lxcivs 1, ſhould ſpeak 
for their own intereſt ; though the Fpiſtles under their names be ſuch 
notorious counterteits, that all ſober men among you are aſhamed of 
them ? Is it poſſible *that Teo 1. ſhould doit, who was ſo humble a man 
that he contended with 630. Biſhops of the Conneil of Chalcedon about the 
Primacy of his See 3 and whoſe Epiſtles breathe ſo much of ſelf-denzal in all 
the conteſts he had about it ? And although Pope Agatho and the reſt be 
of later ſtanding, when the Popes did begin a little more openly to take 
upon them 3 yet,Can the Proteſtants think that thele men were byaſſed with 
their proper Iztereſt £ Are not theſe weak pretences for them to rejed their 
Authority upon £ For your part (youlay), you could never underſtand this 
proceeding of Proteſtants. The more a great deal is the pitty 3 ard if we 
could help your underſtanding and not endanger our own, we would 
willingly do it. Well, but though Be/armins pregnant reaſons prove fo 
abortive, and though the Popes Authorities ſhould not be taken, yet his 
Lordſhip muſt needs wrong Be//armir, in ſaying, That he doth upon the mat- | 
ter confeſs, that there is not one Father in the Church diſmntereſſed in the Cauſe, 
who underſtands this Text as Bellarmin doth, before Theophyla&t. And the 
reaſon is, becanſe, though Bellarmin cite no more, yet there might be more for 
all that : for. nmſt he needs confeſs, there are no more Authours citable in any 
ſubjeF, but what be cites himſelf * As though Bel/armin were wont to leave 
out any authorities which made for his purpole, eſpecially in fo weighty a 
ſubject as this ? Do you think he was ſo weak a perſon torunto Popes Au- 
thoritics, if he could have found any other ? and when he produces no 
more, 1s it not a plain confeſſion he tound no more to his purpoſe 2 But 
lam weary of ſuch great Impertinencies : and would fain meet with 
lome thing of matter that might hold up the Readers patience as well as 
mine. All that ever I can meet with, that hath any thing of tendenc 
' that way, is, That this priviledge of the Indeficiency of St. Peters Faith doth 
þ not belong to hixe as an Apoſtle, but rather as he was Prince of the Apoſtles, and 
appointed to be Chriſts Vicar on earth after hizz, Very handſomely begg d 


P. 303; 


p again ! but where 1s the proof for all this? Have you no Popes ſtand ready 
n again to atteft the truth of it? For none elſe that have any reaſon would 
bs ever lay it 2 did St. Peter deny Chriſt as Prizce of the Apoſtles £ Tndecd it 
a was then much for his honour that the Captaiz ſhould fly from his colours 
4 firſt 2 and Chriſt's Vicar upon earth {hould the moſt nced to have his Faith 
a1 pray'd for, that it ſhould not fail ? T had thought St. Peter had been head 
fs ofthe Apoſtles, and not Sion - it Chriſt had ſpoke to him as his Vicar, 
_ he would lure have call 'd him Peter, Peter, and not $im0n, $14107, Put it 
1) ſeems he did not attend, that Peter was the Rock, on which his Church miſt 
14 | lt: orelſc heminded it fo much, that he thought that name impro- 
his per when he mentions his falling ; You have therefore ſtoutly and unan- 


by lwerably (not proved, but) demonſtrated that theſe words were ſpoken 
ho of St. Feter, not as an Apoſtle, but as Chrifts Vicar upon earth. 
| But ſuppoſe it were lo 3 what Is this to thoſe who pretend to be his g, + 


-pts : ; : - 
- Suceeflours ? Tes very much, For (lay you), Whatever our Saviour intend- 
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| might have put one of Bel/armins ſie dubio's tothis. For, Whoever was 
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St. Peter, was likewiſe intended by him to deſcend to St .Peters Snceeſſour, 
Tet that ſome ſpecial priviledge was to deſcend to them, is, you ſay manifeſt by 
Be!larmins Authorities and Reaſons, If from nothing elſe, I dare conj;. 
dently ſay, no man in his wits will believe it manifeſt. And what thatig, 
neither you, nor any one elſe can either prove or underſtand. Yes (4 
you) it is, that none of his Succeſſours ſhould ever ſo farr fall from the Fait 
as to teach Hereſie,in Pontificalibus, or, as you ſpeak with Bel/armine, , 
thing contrary to Faith tariquam Pontitex ; 7. e, in vertxe of that Authority 
which they were to have in the Church as $t. Peters Succeſſours. Here then 
we fix a while to ſee this proved 3 but our expectation is again fruſtrated 
For inſtead of proofs we meet with the old 141zzpſemus,of the Popes erring 
4s private Door, but not as Paſtonr of the Church : A diſtin&ion lo ridicy- 
lous, that many among your ſelves deride it, as will appear preſently, And 
therefore put in your tanquam Pontifex aslong as you pleaſe, you will gain 
no great matter by it. When you can prove that Chriſt did intend in that 
one prayer,ſome part of the Gift perſonally and abſolutely to St, Peter, and 
another part copditionally to his Succeſſours, 1 will grant it no abſurdityto 
ſay, that perhaps ſome part of the Gift did not belong to either of them. Put 
theſe are ſuch ſtrange fetches out of a plain Scripture, that thoſe may ad- 
mire your ſubtilty, who canpot be convinced by your reaſon, Yet tolet 
you ſee that theſe things are not ſoclear as you would have them, T ſhall 
bring you ſome Arguments out of your own Writers againſt your inter- 
pretation of this place, and I pray Anſwer them at your leaſure. YVigorizs 
therefore proves that this place cannot be underſtood of St. Peter andhis 
Succeſſonrs,that their Faith ſhould not fail 3 for then ſaith he. 1. Thc Cancns 
had decreed to no purpoſe that a Pope might be depoſed in caſe of Hereſie ; far 
thoſe that ſuppoſe that he may fall into Hereſte, do doubtleſs ſuppoſe that his 
Faith fails, Now here is a witneſs againit you, from your own Church 
and that out of your Ca#ors too z and that 1s better worth then twenty 
Teſtimonies of Popes for you. 2. If this were underſtood of St. Peters Su- 
ceſſours, they who ſucceeded him at Antioch would enjcy this priviledge as wel 
as thoſe at Rome 3 for they are, faith he, as well St. Peters Succeiſours as 
the other. And, faith he, if they underſtand this of one and not of the 
other totis faucibus ſe deridendos propinarent, they expoſe themſelves to 
contempt and laughter, 3. If this were true of St. Peters Succeſſours & 
Rome, ther the decrees of one Pope could not be revoked by the other ; becauſe, 
it is impoſſible they ſhould erre in making thoſe decrees, But it is not Vigoris 
alone who hath thewed the weakneſs of your Arguments trom this place; 
for our learned Countryman Mr. White hath more fully and largely di- 
covered the weaknels of all your pretences from Scripture, Fathers, and 
Reaſon, conccrning the Popes ſucceeding £t. Peter in his Infallibility. And 
particularly as to this place he faith, that either it concerns the preſent daw- 
ger St, Petcr was in, or elſe doth repreſent what was to be afterwards inthe 
Charch : and that it dothprimarily and diretly relate to $t. Peters imminent 
tentation, all the circumſtances perſwade ws ; firſt, becauſe he is called by his 
private name Simon, and not by his Apoſiolical name Peter. 2. Becanſe Chriſt 
iamediately ſubjoyns after $t. Peters anſwer his threefold denyal of hin, 
3. The event it ſelf makes it appear, by the Apoſtles flight, $t. Peters tempt 
tion and fall, his converſion and tears when Chriſt looked on him and by his 
confirming the Diſciples after Chriſts reſurre@;on. But (faith he ), if this 
place be takes as reſpeting the future times of the Church, the ſame thing _ 


» 


©#* — 


WS v8 Y JF 


I 5 We 


Chap. VII. from Scripture or Reaſon. 


_ —— —— ——— —  — —  — 
CE Eg 


455 


be expeted in $t. Peters Succeſſours, which fell out in $t, Peter hinfel, Viz, 
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that either through fear, or ſome other motive they may be drawn into the ſbew 
of Hereſie, or into Hereſte it ſelf, but ſo, as either in themſelves or their Suc- 
ceſours, they ſhould be reſtored to the Catholick Faith. But what reaſon there 
is for this latter interpretation (though deſtructive to the Popes infalli- 
bility) neither doth that perſon acquaint us, nor can I poſſibly under- 
ſtand. All the evaſion that you have to avoid the force of what ever is 
brought againſt you out of this place, is by conjuring up that rare diſtin- 
ion of the Popes mot erring when he defines any thing as matter of Faith, 
But ſee what that ſame perſon ſaith of this diſtinction of yours, Excipinnt 


aliqu?, ſaith he, Papam poſſe efſe hereticum, ſed non poſſe hereſim promulgare. p, 14x; 


Aded quidlibet effutire pro libidine, etiam licitum eſt. Some Anſwer, that the 
Pope may be a Heretich , but cannot pronmlge or define _ © Sofar domen 
think it lawful to ſay what they pleaſe. But can any man, ſaith he, be guilty of 
ſo much incogitancy, as not to ſee that theſe things are conſequent upon each 
other ;, It is a Pear tree, anc therefore it will bear Pears: It is a Vine, and 
therefore it will bring forth Grapes.Chriſt ſaith, An evil tree cannot bring forth 
good ſeuit 5, but theſe ſay,an evil tree cannot bring forth bad ſiuit, The Apoſtle 
ſaith,the wiſdom of the Fleſh cannot be ſubje@ to God ; but theſe ſay, it cannot 
but be ſubjeF to God. And then he further prefleth, That they would de- 
clare from what Authour they brought this contradidion into the Church of 
God, leſt men ſhould believe they were inſpired by the Father of lyes when they 
wade it. Nay he goes further yet in theſe ſtinging expreſſions, A putatis 
licere, inre que totum Eccleſie ſtatum a@vivum tangit, novitatem adeo inau- 
aitam, adeo rationi adverſantem, adeo excedentem omnem fidem, ex ſomniis 
cerebri veſtri inferre £ Do you think it lawful, in a matter which toucheth the 
whole ſtate of the Church to the quick, to produce ſo unheard of a novelty, ſo re- 
pugnant to reaſon, ſo far above all Faith, out of the dreams of your own brain # 
Gonow, and anſwer theſe things among your ſelves; complain not that 
we account ſuch evaſions ſilly, abſurd, and ridiculous ; you ſee they are 
accounted ſo by ſome of your own Communion (or, at leaſt, who pretend 
tobe ſo) and thoſe no contemptible perſons neither. But ſuch as have 
ſeen ſo much of the weakneſs and abfurdity of your common dodtrine, 
that they openly and confidently oppole it, and that upon the ſame 
grounds that Proteſtants had done it before them. And I hope, this is 
much more to our purpoſe to ſhew the inſufficiency of theſe proofs, than 
itwas for you to produce the Teſtimonies of ſeveral Popes in their own 
Cauſe, Which was all the proof that Bellarmin or you had, that theſe 
words are extended to St. Peters Succeſſours, when we bring men from 
among your ſelves, who produce ſeveral reaſons, that they ought not to be 
b interpreted. 

But yet there is another place as pertinent as the former z; the celebrat- 
ed Paſce owes & agnos, John 21.15, 16, 17. But ſheep and Lambs, ſay you, 
are Chriſt.s whole flock, $0 there are both theſe, laith his Lordſhip, in every 
flock that is not of barren Weathers :, and every Apoſtle, and every Apoſtles 
ſucceſſour hath charge to feed both ſheep and Lambs ;, that is weaker and 
ſtronger Chriſtians, not people and Paſtours, ſubjefs and Governours, as'A.C, 
expounds it, to bring the necks of Trinces under the Roman Pride, No (ay 
you), #0 ſuch charge is given to any other Apoſtles, in the places his Lordſhip 
tes, Matth. 28. 19. Matth. 10. 17. for theſe ſpeak of perſons unbaptized, 
but that place of St. John, of thoſe who were attually Chriſt's Flock; and the 
words being abſolutely and indefinitely pronounced, muſt be underſtood general- 
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ly and indefinitely of all Chriſts ſheep and Lambs, that 3s, of all Chriſtians 
whatſoever, not excepting the Apoſtles themſelves ; unlefs it appear ffom ſome 
other place, that the other Apoſtles had the feeding of all Chriſts ſheep, as unj. 
verſally and nnlimitedly committed to them, as they were here to $8,Peter, 
But all this is nothing, as YVigorius {peaks about the ſolvere, ligare, Paſcere 
but dudun: exploſis cantilenis aures wag 20-00 x obtundcre. to bring wn 
thoſe things over andover, which have been anſwered as oft as they haye 
been brought. For how often have you been told, that theſe word, 
contain no particular Commiſſion to St. Peter, but a more vehement exhox. 
tation to the diſcharge of his duty, and that preijed with the quicknek of 
the queſtion before it, Loveſt thou 170 £ How often, that the full Cow. 
miſſion to the Apoſtles was given before ? 4s the Father hath ſent me, ſo ſend 
T you. And that,as Chriſt was by his Fathers appointment the chick $he. 
heard of the Sheep and Lambs too; fo Chriſt by this equal Commiſſion tg 
all the Apoſtles gives them all an equal power and authority to govern his 
Flock: How often, that nothing appears conſequent upon this, whereby 
St. Peter took this office upon him ? but that nd we find St. Peter 
call'd the Apoſtle of the Circumciſion, which certainly he would never have 
been, had he been looked on as the Vniverſal Paſtour of the Church, we 
find the Apoſtles ſending St. Peter to Samaria, which was a very unman- 
nerly action, if they looked on him as Head of the Church, How often, 
that theſe indefinite expreſſions are not excluſive of the Paftoral chay: 
of other Apoſtles over the Flock of Chriſt > when they are not only bidy 
preach the Goſpel tc cuery creature, Mit even thoſe Biſhops which they or- 
dained in ſeveral Churches arc charged to feed the Flock; and there- 
fore certainly the Apoſtles themſelves had not only a charge to preachtg 
unbaptized perſons (as you ſuppoſe) but to govern the Flock of thoke 
who were aCtually Christs Sheep and Lambs, as well as St. Peter £ How 
often, I ſay, have you been told all theſe and ſeveral other things in An- 
{wcr to this place; and have you yet the confidence to object it, as 
though it had never been taken notice of, without cver offering to 
take off thoſe Anſwers which have been ſo frequently given ? But 
you muſt be pardoned in this, as in all other things of an equal im- 
poſſibility. 

Well, but his Lordſhip objects a ſhrewd Conſequence from this Uni- 
verſal Paſtourſhip ; that this brings the necks of Princes under the Roman 
Pride, And if Kings be meaut, (his Lordſhip faith) yet the command is, 
paſce, feed them; but deponere, or occidere, to depoſe or kill them, js uot 
paſcere ix any ſenſe ; Lani id eſt, non Paſtoris, that's the Butchers, not the 
Shepheards part. This, you call, his Lordſhips winding about, and falling 
upon that odious Queſtion of killing and depoſing Kings, An odious Que- 
ſtion indeed, whether we confider the grounds, or the effe&s and conle- 
quents of it. But yet you would ſeem to clear your ſelves from the odmn 
of it. Firſt, By ſaying that it is agroſs fallacy, to argue a negatione ipecici 
ad negationem generis, which 3s a new kind of Logick. Tt is indeed, for it 
is of your own coyning 3 for his Lordſhip argues ab aſfsrmatione generis 
ad affirmationem ſpeciei, and I hope this is no new Logick,, unleſs you think 
he that faith, He hath power over all living creatures, hath not there- 
by power over zen too. His Lordſhip therefore doth not argue againſt 
the Popes Univerſal Supremacy from the denyal of that, but deduces 
that as a conſequence from your aſſertion, and explication of what you 
mean by Sheep and Lambs. But this is but a fleight Anſwer in compariſon 
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for the doing it, yet it is ſu 


Will you, or dare you yindicate the DoCtrines of Mariana, and others, 


which do not obſcurely deliver their judgement, as to that very thing of 


Killing Heretical Princes £ But, it we ſhould grant you this, That the 
Pope may not command to kill, What ſay you to that of depoſimg Princes ; 
which leldome falls much ſhorr of the other ? As to this, you dare not cry, 
[t is a falſe and ſcandalous 1mputation, as you did to the other ; but you 


anſwer , 'Tis 20 point of your Faith, that the Pope hath power to do it ;, and 


therefore you ſay it is no part of your taskto diſpute it. Is this all the ſecurity 
Princes have rom you, that it 15 no point of your Faith, that the Pops 
hath power todoit? Is it not well enough known, that there are many 
things which are held undoubtedly by the greateſt part of your Church, 
which yet you fay, are no points of Faith? And yet in this you are di- 
rctly contradicted by one who knew what were points of Faith among 
you, as well as you, and that was Father Creſwel/; whoſe teſtimony I have 
aired altcady ; and he faith expreſly, Certum eſt, & de fide, It is a thing 
certain, and of Faith : that the ſubjes of an Heretical Prince, are not 0n- 
hſreed fFom Allegiance, but are bound, ex hominum Chriſtianorum domi- 
natu ejicere, fo caſt him ont of hjs power, which certainly is more than the 
depoſing of him. And Sarders plainly enough faith, That a King that will 
not ſubmit to the Popes Authority, is by no means to be ſuffered, but his ſub- 
je#s oneht to do their utmoſt endeavour that another may be placed in his 
room, Indeed, he faith nor, as the other doth, That this is de fide, but that 
the only reſerve you have when a Doctrine is odious and infamous to 
the world, to cry out, It isnot de fide, when yet it may be as firmly be- 
lieved among You, ,as any that you account de fide. And if you believe 
the Duke of Alva in his Manifeſto at the ſiege of Pampelona, when the Pope 
had depoſed the King of Navarre to whom that City belonged, he faith, 
That it is :0t doubted but the Pope had power to depoſe Heretical Princes. And 
ifyou had been of another opinion, you ought to have declared your ſelf 
more fully than you do. If you had faid, that indeed fome were of that 
opinion, but you abhorred and dereſted it, you had ſpoken to the pur- 
poſe; but when you uſe only that pitiful evaſion, That it is not of Faith,@*c, 
you (ufficiently ſhew, What your judgement is, but that you dare not pub- 
lickly own it. It ſeems, you remember what was faid by your Maſters 
inreference to Emanuel $4, Non fuit opus ad iſta deſcendere, There was no 
need to meddle with thoſe things. It ſeems, if there had been, there 
was no hurt in the Doctrine, but only that it was unſeaſonable. 
[ pray God keep us from that time, when you ſhall think it eedf#lto de- 
care your ſelves in this point. But you conclude this with a moſt unwor- 
thy and ſcandalous refletion on Proteſtants, in thele words; But what 
Proteſtants have both done and juſtified in the worſt of theſe kinds, is but too 
feſbin memory. But, Were thole the practices and principles of Proteſtants? 
Were they not abhorred and deteſted in the higheſt manner by all #r#e 


Proteſtants, both at home and abroad? It will be well, if you can —_ 
a Ome 


of what follows z Secondly, we anſwer, That the point of Killing 
Kings, is a moſt falſe and ſcandalovs TImpmtation ;, ſcandalous enough 
indeed, if falle : and though your Popes have not given expreſs warrant 

Fciently known, How the Pope in Conſiſtory 
could not contain his joy when 1t was done, in the cafe of Henry 3. of 
France, And it hath been ſufhciently confeſſed and lamented by perſors of 
your own communion, How much the Doctrine of the Jeſuits hath en- 
couraged thoſe Aſſaſſmations of thole two luccefſive Herryes of France, 
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ſome of your ſelves from havingztoo much a hand in promoting both tho: 
principles and practices. I ſuppoſe = cannot but have heard, Who it 
was is ſaid to have exprefled ſo much joy at the time of that horrid execy. 
tion; What counſels and machinations are ſaid to have been among ſome 
devoted Sons of the Church of Rome abroad about that time : Therefore 
clear your ſelves more than yet you have done, of thoſe imputations, be. 
fore you charge that guilt on Proteſtants, which they expreſs the higheſt 
abhorrence of. And let the names of ſuch who either publickly or pri- 
vately abett or juſtifie ſuch horrid actions be under a continual Anathe- 
ma to all Generations. 

After all this diſcourſe about the Popes Authority, A.C. brings it at laſt 
home to the buſineſs of Schiſnr, For, he faith, The Biſhop of Rome ſhall we. 
ver refuſe to feed and govern the whole Flock in ſuch ſort, as that neither par- 
ticular man nor Church ſhall have juſt cauſe, under pretence of Reformation in 
manners of Faith, to make a ſeparation ſron the whole Church, This (i 
Lord{hip faith) by A. C's favour; is meer begging the Queſtion. For this is 
the wery thing which the Proteſtants charge upon him:, namely, that he hath 
governed, if not the whole, yet ſo much of the Church as he hath been able to 
bring under his power, ſo as that he hath given too juſt cauſe of the preſent con- 
tinued Separation. And, as the corruptions in the DoGrine of Faith, in the 
Church of Rome, were the cauſe of the firſt Separation ;, ſo are they at this pre. 

ſent day the cauſe why the Separation continues, And the oppreſſion of the 
Church of Reme, he further adds, is the great cauſe of all the errors in thit 
part of the Church which is under the Roman Juriſdiftion. And for thePro- 
teſtants, they have made no ſeparation ffom the General Church properly ſo cal- 
led, but their Separation is only ſrow: the Church of Rome, and ſuch other 
Churches as by adhering to her, have hazarded themſelues, and do now mif: 
call themſelves the whole Catholick Church. Nay, even here the Proteſtants 
have not left the Church of Rome in her eſſence, but in her errours ;, not inthe 
things which conſtitute a Church, but only in ſuch abuſes and corruption, 
work towards the dijjolution of a Church, Let now any indiflerent Reader 
be judge, Whether his Lordſhip, or A. C. be the more guilty 3» begging the 
weſtion. For all the Anſwer you can give, is, That his Lordſhip begs it, 
7n ſaying that the Koman Church 3s not the whole Catholick Church, and thi 
the Roman Catholick Church may be in an error :, but the ſormer we have 
provedalready, and I doubt not but the latter will be as evident as the 
other, before our task be ended. But, as though it were not poſſible for 
you to be guilty of begging the @neſtion, after you have ſaid that the Rr 
man Church cannot erre, you give this as the reaſon for it, Becauſe ſhe 5 the 
anſhaken Rock of Truth; axd that ſhe hath the ſole continual ſucceſſuon of law- 


. ſully-ſent Paſtors and Teachers, who have taught the ſame unchanged Dodrin, 


and ſhall infallibly continue ſo teaching it to the worlds end, Now, Who 
dares call this, Begging the Qweſtion £ No. it muſt not be called fo in you, 
it ſhall be only Taking it for granted, Which we have ſeen, hath been 
your practice all along, eſpecially when we charge your Church with er- 


rour-3 for then you cry out preſently, What, your Church erre? No, you 


defie the language. What, the Spouſe of Chriſt, the Catholick Church erre* 
that is impoſſible. What, the #»ſbaken Rock of Truth to ſink into errours? 


the Infal/ible Church be deceived ? ſhe that hath never taught ” thing 

id erre, 
but, it is i»xpoſſeble, nay, utterly impoſſible, nay, ſo impoſſible, that it cant 
be imagined, that ever ſhe ſhould erre ? This is the fumm of all your argu- 
ments 


but Truth, be charged with falſhood ? ſhe, that not only ever 
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ments, which, no doubt, ſound high to all ſuch who know not what con- 
fdent begging the Queſtion means,or,out of modeſty,are loath to charge 
with 1t. 

Much to the fame purpoſedo you go on, to prove, that Froteſt ants have 
ſeperated not from the errours, but the eſſence of your Church. And if that be 
true, which you ſay, That thoſe things which we call Errours are eſſential to 

Church, we are the more ſorry for itz for we are ſure, (and, when 
you pleaſe, will prove it) that they are not, cannot be, ellential to a irzc 
Church; and if they be to yours, the caſe is ſo much the worle with you, 
when your diſtempers are in your vitals, and your errours ellential ro 

Churches Conſtitution. What other things you have here, are the 
[ampertions of what we have often had before inthe Chapters you re- 
fer usto. And here we may thank you for ſome caſe you give us in the 
fargreateſt remaining part of this Chapter, which conſiſts of tedious repeti- 
tions of ſuch things which have been largely diſcufled in the Firſt part, 
where they were purpoſely and delignedly handled as that concerning 
Traditions, chap. 6. that c oncerning neceſſaries to ſalvation, chap. 2,3.4. that 
concerning the Scriptures being an Infallible Rule, throughout the Contro- 
verlie of Reſolution of Faith; and that which concerns the Infallibility of Ge- 
wral Councils, we ſhall have occaſion at large to handle afterwards; and 

if there be any thing material here, which you omit there, it ſhall be ful- 
f conſidered, But I know no obligation lying upon me to anſwer things 
z Often as you repeat them, eſpecially ſince your gift is ſo good that way, 
[tis ſufficient that I know not of any material paſlage, which hath not re- 
cived an Anſwer in its proper place. 

That which is moſt pertinent to our preſent purpoſe, is that which con- 
eerns the neceſſity of a Living Judge, beſides the Scriptures for ending Contro- 


rerſies of Faith. As to which his Lordfhip faith, That, ſuppoſing there were |, 


ſuch a one, and the Pope were he, yet that is not ſufficient againſt the malice of 
the Devil, and impious men, to keep the Church at all times from renting even 
inthe DoGrine of Faith,or to ſoder the Rents which are made. For,oportet efle 
Hzreſes, 1 Cor.11.19, Hereſces there will be, and Hereſies there properly carrot 
be but in the DoGrine of Faith. Tothis you anſwer, That Hereſies are not 
within, but without the Church, and the Rents which ſtand in need of ſoder- 
ing, are not found among the true members of the Church, who continue ſtill 
united in the Faith, and due obedience to their Head, but in thoſe who have 
deſerted the true Church, and either made or adhered to Schiſmatical and 
teretical Congregations. A moſt excellent Anſwer ! His Lordſhip fayes, 
IfChriſt had appointed an Zrfal/ible Fudge befides the Scripture, certainly 
it ſhould have been for preventing Hereſees, and ſodering the' Rents of the 
Cherch. $0 it is (ſay you) for if there be any Hereſtes, it is nothing to 
bi, they are out of the Church ;, and if there be any Schiſms, they are among 
thoſe who are divided fFom him : That is, he is an ans 21 only thus 
far, in condemning all ſuch for Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, who do not 
own him. And his only way of preventing Hereſtes and Schiſms, is the 
making this the only tryal of them, that whatever queſtions his Authori- 
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h,is Hereſie; and whatever ſeparation be made from him, is Schiſzr, Jult 5... 


$4bſalome pretended that there was no Juder appointed to hear and deter- 
mine cauſes, and that the Laws were not ſufhcient without one, and there- 
fore he would do it himſelf ; ſo doth the Pope by Chriſt, he pretends that he 
tath not taken care ſufficient for deciding Controverſies in Faith, there- 
fore there is a neceſlity in order tothe Churches Unity, he ſhould take it 
upon 
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upon himſelf. Butnow, if we ſuppoſe in the former caſe of 4}/alom. that 
he had pretended he could infallibly end all the Controverſics in 1jsaet 
and keep all in peace and unity 3 and,yet abundance of Controveijestg 
ariſe among them by what right and power he took that office upon hin, ang 
many of them cry out upon it, as an U/xrpatior, and a diſparagement tg 
the Laws and Government of his Father David ; and upon this, ſome of 
the wiſer Iſraelites ſhould have asked him, Whether this were the 1ya Y to 
end all Controverſies, and keep the Nation in peace? Woula it not haye 
been a ſatisfactory Anſwer for him to have ſaid, Yes, no doubt it isthe on: 
ly way ; For, only they that acknowledge my power, are the Kings lanful ju. 
Jes, and all the reſt are Rebels and Traytors. And, Is not this juſt the 
ſame Anſwer which you give here ? That the Pope js ſtill appointed to key 
peace and unity in the Church, becauſe all that queſtion his Authority, be Be. 
reticks and 8chiſmaticks. But, as in the former caſe, the furcſt way topre. 
vent thoſe Conſequences, were to produce that power and authority 
which the K ing had given him, and that ſhould be the firſt thing which 
ſhould be madeevident from authentick records, and the clcar teſtimony 
bf the graveſt Sexatoxrs 3 lo, if yon could produce the Letters Patents, 
whereby Chriſt made the Pope the great Lord Chancellour of his Church, 
to determine all Controverſies of Faith, and ſhew this atteſtcd by the con- 
current voice of the Primitive Church, who beſt knew what order Chrif 
took for the Government of his Chxrch;, this were a way to prevent ſuch 
perſons turning ſuch Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, as you ſay they are, by 
not ſubmitting themſelves tothe Popes Authority, But for you to pretend 
that the Popes Authority is neceſlary to the Churches Unity, and when the 
Hereſies and Schiſmrs of the Church are objected, to ſay, That thoſeareall 
out of the Church, is juſt as if a Shepherd ſhould ſay, That he would keep 
the whole Flock of ſheep within ſuch a Fold, and when the better half are 
ſhewed him to be out of it, he ſhould return this Anſwer, T hat thole were 
without, and not within his Fold ; and thereforethey were none of the 
Flock that he meant. So that his meaning was, thoſe that would abide in, 
he could keep in, but for thoſe that would not, he had nothing to ſay to them, 
So it is with you, the Pope he ends Controverſies, and keeps the Churchat 
Unity; How ſo? They whodo agree, are of his Flock, and of the Church: 
and thoſe that do not, are out of it. A Qwaker or Anabaptiſt will keepthe 
Ckurchin Unity after the ſame way, only the Pope hath the greater nun- 
ber of his ſide; for, they will tell you, ſf they were hearkned to, the 
Churchſhould never be in pieces ;, for all thoſe who embrace their Ds 
Frines, are of the Church, and thoſe who do not, are Hereticks and Schi 
maticks, So we ce upon your principles, What an eaſie matter it is to 
be an Zrfallible Judge, and to end all Controverſies in the Church ; that only 
this muſt be taken tor granted, that all who will not own ſuch an inf 
lable Judge, are out of the Church, and fo the Church is at Unity ſtill, how 
many ſoever there are who doubt or deny the Popes Authority. Thus we 
eaſily underſtand what that excellent harmony is, which you cry ſo much 
up in your CExrch ; that you moſt gravely ſay, That, had not the Popere: 
ceived from God the power he challenges. he could never have been able to pre- 
ſerve that peace and unity in matters of Religion, that is found in the Roman 
Church : Of what nature that Unity is, we have ſeen already : And ſurely 
you have much cauſe to boaſt of the Popes faculty of deciding Controver 
ties, ever fince the late Decree of Pope Innocent, inthe cafc of the five Pro 
poſitions, For, How readily the Jaxſeriſts have ſubmitted tince, ” 
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what Unity there hath been among the diflenting parties in Frazce,all the 
world can bear you witneſs. And, whatever you pretend, were 2t not for 
policy and Intereſt, the Infallible Chair would ſoon fall to the ground 3 
for it hath ſo little footing in Scripture or Antiquity, that there had need be 
awatchful eye, and ſtrong hand to keep it up. | 

But now we are to examine the main proof which is brought for the 
neceſſity of this Living and Infallible Judge; which lyes in thele words of 
AC, Fvery earthly Kingdom, when matters cannot be compeſed by a Parlia- 
ment (which cannot be called upon all occaſions) hath, beſides the Law-Books, 
ſme living Magiſtrates and Judges, and above all one viſible King, the higheſt 
Judge, who hath Authority ſufficient to end all Controverſies, and ſettle Unity 
wall Textporal Aﬀairs, And, Shall we think that Chriſt, the wiſeſt King, 
hath provided in his Kingdom the Church, only the Law-Books of holy Scri- 
pture, and no living viſible Judges, and above all one chief, ſo aſſiſted by his 
Spirit, as may ſuffice to end all Controverſtes for Unity and Certainty of Faith 8 
which can never be, if every man may interpret Holy Scripture, the Law- 
Books, as he liſt. This his Lordſhip faith, is a very planſuble argument with 
the many; but the Foundation of it is but a ſimilitude,and af the ſumilitude hold 
not in the main argument, is nothing. And fo his Lordlhip at large proves 
that it is here. For whatever further concerns this Controverfie con- 
ccrning the Popes Authority, is brought under the examination of this ar- 

qument 3 which you mangle into ſeveral Chapters, thereby confounding the 
Reader, that he may not {ce the coherence or dependence of one thing 
upon another. But having cut off the ſuperfluities of this Chapter alrea- 
dy, I may with more conveniency reduce all that belongs to this matter 
within the compals of it. And that he may the better apprehend his 
Lordſhips ſcope and deſign, I ſhall firſt fumm up his Lordſhips Anſwers 
together, and then more particularly go about the vindication of them, 
1. Then, his Lordſhip at large proves that the A/:litant Church is not pro- 
perly a Monarchy, and therefore the toundation of the fimilitude is deſtroy- 
ed. 2. That ſuppoſing it a Kingdom, yet the Church Militant is ſpread in ma- 
ny earthly Kingdoms, and cannot well be ordered like one particular King- 
dom. 3. That the Church of England #nder one Supreme Governour, our Gra- 
cios Soveraign,hath, beſides the Law-Book of the Scripture, viſible Magiſtrates 
and Judges, Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops to govern the Church in Truth and 
Peace. 4. That as in particular Kingdoms there are ſome affairs of greateſt 
Conſequence as concerning the Statute Laws, which cannot be determined but 
in Parliament :, ſo in the Church, the making ſuch Canons which muſt bind all 
Chriſtians, muſt belong to a ſfce and lawful General Conncil. Thus I have 
laid together the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips Anſwer, that the dependence 
- connexion of things may be better perceived by the intelligent 
eader, 

We come now therefore to the firſt Anlwer. Asto which his Lordſhip 
faith, 1fis not certain that the whole Church Militant is a Kingdom ; for they 
are no mean ones which think, our Saviour Chriſt left the Church-Militant in 
the hands of the Apoſtles, and their Succeſſours, in an Ariſtocratical, or rather 
amixt Government: and that the Church is not Monarchical, otherwiſe than 

the Triumphant and Militant make one body nnder Chriſt the Head, And in 
thi; ſenſe indeed, and in this only the Church is a moſt abſolute Kingdom. And 
the very expreſſing of this ſenſe, is a full Anſwer to all the places of Scripture, 
and other arguments brought by Bellarmine to prove that the Church is a Mo- 
narchy, But the Church being as large as the world, Chriſt thought fitteft to 
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govern it Ariſtocratically, by divers, rather than by one Vice-Roy, And Ihe. 


leve, ſaith he, this is true. For ſo it was governed for the firſt three hundred 


gears, and ſomewhat better ; the Biſhops of thoſe times carrying the whole by. 
ſineſs of admitting any new conſecrated Biſhops or others to, or rejeting them 
from their Communion. And this, his Lordſhip faith, He hath carefully ex. 


amtined for the firſt fix hundred years even to, and within, the time of $, Gre. 
gory the Great, Now to this you anſwer. 1. That though A.C. argeth the 
argument in a ſimilitude of a Kingdom only, yet it is of force in any other kind 
of ſettled Government, as in 4 Common-wealth, But by this A. C, ſeems a 
oreat deal the wiſer man, for he knew what he did when he inſtanced in 
in a Kingdom; for he foreſaw that this only would tend to his purpoſe con- 
cerning the Popes Supremacy z but though there be the ſame neceſſity of 
fome Supreme Power in a Common-wealth, yet that would do him no good 
at all, for all that could be inferred thence, would be the neceſlity of z 
General Council. And by this you may ſee, How little your ſimilitude will 
hold any other way than A.C. putit. Therefore, 2. You anſwer, That the 
Government of the Church is not a pure,but a mixt Monarchy, i.e. the Suprean 
Government of the Church is clearly Monarchical, you confeſs : yet Biſhops with- 
in their reſpetive Dioceſes and Juriſdiftions are ſpiritual Princes alſo, that s, 
chief Paſtors and Governonrs of ſuch a part of the Cturch in their own right, 
How far this latter is conſonant to your principles, I have already examin- 
ed, but the former is that we diſpute now, concerning the Supreme Co- 
vernment of the Church, Whether that be Monarechical or no, and this is 
that which his Lordſhip denics 3 and, for all that I ſee, we miay continue 
todoſo too , for any argument you bring to the contrary. 

Although you produce your Achilles in the next Para graP)s viz, the 


ſence the Government of one in ef, 3s by all Philoſophers acknowledged for the 


moſt perfe, What wonder 3s 1t that Chriſt our Saviour thought it fitter togo- 
vern the Church by one Vice-Roy, than Ariſtocratically, or by many, as hi 
would have it * But, Arc you ſure Chriſt asked the Philoſopbers opinions , 
in eſtabliſhing a Government in the Church? The Philoſophers judged truly 
that of all Forms of Civil Government, Monarchy was the beſt, 2, e. 

conducing to the exds of Civil Government : tor the excellency of ſuch 
things muſt be mcafured by their relpe& tothe ends. Now, if we apply 
this to the Charch, we muſt not meaſure it by fuch eds, as we fancy to our 
ſelves, or ſuch as are only the ends of meer Civil Socictics; but all mult 


' beconfidered with a reſpect tothe chief deſege: of him who firſt inſtituted 


a Church. And from thence we muſt draw our Inferences, as to what 
may tend moſt to the Peace and Unity of it. Now it appearing to be the 
great deſign of Chriſ?, that mankind ſhould be brought to eternal Happi 
neſs, we cannot argue from hence, as to the neceſſity of any manner & 
Government, unlcis one of them hath in it ſelf a greater tendency to this 
than another hath. For in Civil Governments, the whole deſign ofthe 
Society, 1s the Civil Peace of it 3 but it is otherwiſe in the Church, the main 
end of it, 1s to order things with the greateſt conyeniency for a futwe 
life: Now this being the main end of this Society, and no manner of G«- 
vernment having in it ſelf a greater tendency to this than other : It was 
the power of the Legi/ſ/ator, to appoint what Government he pleaſed him- 
ſelf. But when we conſider that he intended this Church of his ſhould be 
ſpread all over the world, and this to be his immediate errand he ſent his 
Apoſtles upon, to preach to every creature, and to plant Chmrches in the molt 


remote and diſtant places from each other; we can have the leaſt ground 
to 
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ſtian Socteties ? For that is certainly the beſt Government which is ſuited 


_ vikethey might have done. - So that conſidering barely the nature of 
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to fancy he ſhould appoint an Univerſal Monarchy in his Church of any Go- 
veftment wharſoever. For if we will take that boldneſs you put us up- 
on, to enquire, What form is fitteſt for a Society diſperſed into all parts of 
the world, and that are not bound, upon their being Chriſtians, to live 
nearer Rome, than Mexico or Japan, ; Could any one tmagine it would be, 
to appoint one Vice-Roy to ſuperintehd his Church at ſuch a place as Kome 
is? Suppoſe all the Eaſt and Weſt-Indies conſiſted of Chriſtian Charches, 
What advantage, in order to the Goveryment of thoſe Churches, could the 
Popes Anthority be > What Hereffes and Schiſms might be among them be- 
fore his Hol7neſf could be acquainted with them ? Thele are therefore ve- 
ry ſlender and narrow Conceptions concerning Chrifts Inſtitution of a 
Government over his Catholick Church, as though he ſhould only have re- 
card to theſe few adjacent parts of Exrope, without any reſpect to the 
good of the whole Church. But ſinee we ſee, Chriſt deſigned ſuch a Chureh 
which might be in moſt remote and diſtant places from each other, and 
yet at ſuch a diſtance might equally promote the main ends, wheretfore 
they became Churches, it 1s very unreaſonable to think he ſhould appoint 
one Vice-Roy to be Head over them all. For which, let us ſuppoſe, that Ex- 
rope might be (as the Eaſtern Churches have been) over-run with the Turk- 
jb Power, and only ſome few ſuffering Chriſtians left here, and the Pope 
much in the ſame condition with the Patriarch of — - But on 
the other ſide, that Chriſtianity ſhould largely ſpread itſelf in China, and 
the 7s Indies, and the Chriſtian Church flouriſh in America, Could any 
Philoſopher think that fixing a Monarchy at Rome, or elſewhere, were the 
beſt way to Govern the Catholick Church, which conſiſts of all theſe Chri- 


to all conditions of that Society, which it is intended for; now it is ap- 
parent the Chriſtian Church was intended to be lo Catholick, that no one 
Fice-Roy can be ſuppoſed able to look to the Government of it. If Chriſt 
had intended meerly fuch a Church which ſhould have confiſted of fuch 
perſons which lay here near about Rome, and no others, the ſuppoſition 
offuch a Monarchy in the Chxrch would not have been altogether ſo in- 
congruous (though hable to very many inconveniencies : ) but when he 
intended his Re/zgzoz for the univerſal good of the world, and that in all 
parts of it, without obliging them to hve near each other, it is one of the 
moſt unreaſonable ſuppoſitions in the world , that he ſhould ſet up a 
Monarchical Goverment over his Catholich Church in fuch a place as Rome . 
is. But now, if we ſuppoſe only an Ariftocratical Government in the Church 
under Chrift as the alone Supreme Head; nothing can be more ſuitable to 
thenature ofthe Chxrch, or the large extent of it, than that is. For 
where-ever a Church is, there may be Biſhops to govern it, and other Oth- 
cers of the Church to over-lee the lefler parts of it, and all joynto promote 
the Peace and Unity of it, which they may with the more eaſe do, if no 
one challenge to be Supreme Head, to whom belongs the chief care of the 
Church. For by this means they cannot with that power and authority 
redreſs abuſes, and preſerve the Chnrches Purity and Peace, which other- 


things, nothing ſeems more _—_— tothe end for which Chriſt inftitu- 
ted a Catholick, Church, than ſuch a Adorarchy as you imagine z and nothing 
more ſuitable than an Ariſtocracy ; conſidering that Chriſtian Churches may 
bemuch diſperſed abroad, and that where they are, they are incorporated 
mo that Civil Society in which they live (according to the known ſaying | 
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of Optatms, Eccleſia eſt in republics, &c.) and therefore ſuch a Monarchy 


would be unſuitable to the civil Governments in which thoſe Churches wm, 


be. . For it were eafie to demonſtrate, that ſuch a Monarchy as you chaj. 
lenge in the Church, is the moſt inconvenient Government for it, take the 
Church in what way, or ſenſe you pleaſe ; Whether, as to its own peace 
and order, or to its ſpreading into other Churches, or to the reſpect it muſt 
have to the civil Government it lives under. And, if we would more 
largely enquire into theſe things,, we might eaſily find, that thoſe which 
you look on as the great ends, wherefore Chriſt ſhould inſtitute ſuch ; 
Monarchical Government in his Church, are things unſuitable tothe natwre 


of a Chriſtian Church ;, and which Chriſt, as far as we can judge, did neyer 
intend to take care, that they ſhould never be : which are, freedom from 
all kind of Controverſies, and abſolute ſubmiſiion of Judgement to the de. 
crees of an Infallible Judge. Weno where find ſuch a ſtate of a Chriſtiay 
Church deſcribed or promiſed, where men ſhall all be of one mind (only 
that peace and brotherly love be continued, is that, all Chriſtians are 
bound to); much leſs certainly, that this Unity ſhould be by a ſubmiſſion 
of our underſtandings to an Infalible Judge, of whom we read nothing in 
that Book which perſwades us to be Chriſtians : and without which free. 
dom of our underſtandings (which this pretended Infallibility would de. 
prive us of) we could never have been judicious and rational Clr;. 


ſtians, 


But granting that wiſe men have thought 2onarchy the beſt Governmat 
71 it ſelf; What is this to the proving, what Government Chriſt hath q. 
pointed in his Church © For that is the beſt Government for the Churcd, 
not which Philoſophers and Politicians have thought beſt, but whichour 
Saviour hath appointed in his Word. For he certainly knew beſt, what 
would ſuit with the conveniencies of his Charch, And theſe are bold and 
inſolent diſputes, whercin thoſe of your fide argue, That Chriſt muſt hae 
4 a Monarchy in his Church, becauſe all Philoſophers have judged Thit 
the moſt perfet Government, ]need not tell you what theſe ſpeeches in- 
ply Chriſt to be, if hedothnot follow the Philoſophers judgement, Will 
you give him leave to judge what is fitteſt for his Church himſelf? or do 
you think he hath not wiſdom cnough to do it, unlels the Philoſophers in- 
ſtruct him ? Let us therefore appeal to his Laws to ſee what Government 
he hath there appointed. And now I ſhall deal more cloſely with you. 
You tell me, therein Chriſt hath appointed this Monarchical Government, 
But I may be nearer your mind, when you will Anſwer me theſe follow- 
ing Queſtions. When, and where did'any wile Leg://ator appoint a mat- 
ter of ſo vaſt concernment to the good of the Society, as the Supreme Go 
verament of it, and expreſs no more of it in his Laws, than Chriſt hath 
done of this Monarchical Government of the Church 2 Is there not part- 
cular care taken in all Laws about that, to expreſs the rights of Soveraign- 
#3, to hinder UVſarpations, to bind all to obedience, to determine the way 
of Succeſſion by deſcent or eleftion ? And hath Chriſt inſtituted a Monar- 
chy in his Church and faid nothing of all theſe things > When the utmolt 
you can pretend to, are ſome ambiguous places, which you mult have the 
power ot Interpreting your ſe/veg, or they ſignific nothing to your pur- 
pole. So that none of the Fathers, or the Primitive Church for ſeveral 
Centhries, could find out ſuch myſteries in ſuper hanc Petram, dabo tibi 
Claves, and paſce oves, as you have done. If ſuch a Xfonarchy had been ap- 
pointed inthe Church, what ſhould we have had more frequent mention 
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of in the Records of the Church, than of this? Where do we meet with 
any Hiſtories that write the affairs of Kingdoms for ſome hundred of 
rears, and never mention any Royal As of the Kings of them ? If St.Peters 
being at Rowe had ſetled the Monarchy of the Church there, what more 
famous act could have been mentioned in all Antiquity then that ? What 
notice would have been taken by other Churches of hin whom he had 
left his Succeſlour 2 What addrefles would have been made to him by 
the Biſhops of other Churches £ What teſtimonies of obedience and ſub- 
miſſion 3 what appeals and reſort thither? And it is wonderful ſtrange 
that the Hiſtories of the Church ſhould be filent in theſe grand Aﬀairs, 
when they report many minute things even during the hotteſt times of 
rlecution. Did the Chriſtians conſpire together in thoſe times not to 
I&t their poſterity know, Who had the Supream Government of the Church 
then? Or were they afraid the Heather Emperours ſhould be jealons of the 
Popes, if they had underſtood their great Authority ? But then methinks 
they ſhould have carried it however among themſelves with all reverence 
and ſubmiſſion to the Pope, and not openly Lp him aſſoon as ever he 
began to exerciſe any Authority, as in the caſe of YiFor and the Aſian Bj- 
ſbops. But ofall things, it ſeems moſt ſtrange and unaccountable to me, 
that Chriſt ſhould have inſtituted ſuch a Monarchy in his Church, and none 
of the Apoſtles mention any thing of it in any of the Epiſtles which they 
writ, in which are ſeveral things concerning the Peace and Government of 
the Chrch: nay, when there were Schiſms and diviſions in the Church, 
and that on the account of their Teachers, among whom Cephas was one 
(by that very name on which Chriſt ſaid he would build his Church) and yet 
no mention of reſpect more to hizz, then to any other : no intimation of 
what power St. Peter had for the Government of the Church, as the Head 
and Monarch of it : no references at all made to him by any of the divided 
parties of the Church at that time : no mention at all of any ſuch power 
given him in the Epiſtles written by him, but he writes juſt as any other 
Apoſtle did, with great expreſſions of humility ; and, as it he foreſaw what 
Uſurpations would be in the Church, he forbids any Lording it over Gods 
beritage, and calls Chriſt the chief Paſt our of the Church, And this he doth 
in an Epiſtle not writ to the Catholick Church, which had been moſt proper 
for him if Head of the Church, but only to the diſperſed Jews in ſome par- 
ticular Provinces. Can any one then imagine he ſhould be Monarch of 
the Chxrch, and no act of his, as ſuch, recorded at all of him 3 but carrying 
himſelf with all humility, not fixing himſelf as Head of the Church in any 
Chair, but going up and down from one place to another, as the reſt of the 
Apoſtles for promoting the Goſpel of Chriſt * To conclude all ; Is it poſſi- 
ble to conceive there ſhould be a Monarch appointed by Chriſt 1n the 
Church, and yet the Apoſtle when he reckons up thoſe offices which Chriſt 
hadſet in the Church, ſpeak not one word of him : he mentions Apoſtles, 
Prophets, Evangeliſts, Pajtours and Teachers; but the chief of all is omit- 
ted, and he to whom the care of all the reſt is committed ; and in whoſe 
Authority the welfare, peace, and unity of the Church is ſecured. Theſe 
_ to me ſeem fo incredible, that till you have ſatisfied my mind in 
theſe Q»eſtions, I muſt needs judge this pretended Monarchy in the Church 
to be one of the greateſt Frgments ever were in the Chriſtian world. And 
thusT have at large conſidered your Argument from Reaſon, Why there 
ſhould be ſuch a Mforarchy in the Church; which I have the rather done, 
auſe it is one of the great things in diſpute between us, and _—_ 
the 
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the moſt plauſible Argument brought for it, is, The neceſſity of it in or dep 
the Churches peace, which my the beſt of - +» Ann dey 
the moſt tend topromute. To return now to his Lordſhip. 

S.11T. Hebringsan evidence out of Antiquity againſt the acknowledgement 
P.z2o. of any ſuch Monarchy inthe Church from the literx communicatoriz which 
certified from one great Patriarch to another, Who were fit or unfit to be admit. 
ted to their Communion, upon any occaſion of repairing from one See to another. 
Aud theſe were ſent mutually, and as ſreely in the ſame manner from Rome to 
the other Patriarchs, as from them to it. Ont of which (faith his Lordfhip) 
T think this will follow moſt direly, that the Church-Government then wa 
Ariftocratical. For had the Biſhop of Rome been then accounted ſole Monarch 
of the Church, and been put into the definition of the Church (as he is now by 
Bellarmin) al theſe communicatory Letters ſhould have been direJed from 
him tothe reſt, as whoſe admittance ought to be arule for all to communicate; 
but not from others to him, at leaſt not in that even equal brotherly way, 
now they appear to be written. For it is no way probable the Biſhops of Rome, 
which even then ſought their own greatneſs too much, would have ſubmitted 
the other Patriarchs voluntarily, had not the very conrſe of the Church put it 

P. 220. por them. To this you Anſwer, That theſe literx communicatoriz dy 
rather prove our aſſertion, being ordained by Sixtus 1, in favonr of ſuch Biſhops 
as were called ts Rome, or otherwiſe forced to repair thither ; to the end they 
might without ſcrmple, be received into their own Dioceſe at their return: | 
baving alſo decreed, that without ſuch letters communicatory, nowe in ſuch caſe 

ſhould be admitted. But that theſe letters ſhonld be ſent from other Biſhops to 

Rome zx ſuch an even, equal, and brotherly way, you ſay, is one of his Lord. 

ſhips Chimera's, But this difference, or inequality you pretend to be in them; 

that thoſe to the Pope were meerly Teſtimonial; thoſe from hint were Mandats- 

7y, witneſs (lay you) the caſe of St. Athanaſius and other Biſhops reſtored by 

#he Popes communicatory letters. But ſuppoſing them equal, you ſay, it only 

Jhewed the Popes humility 5 and ought to be no prejudice to his juſt authoriy, 

and his right and power to do otherwiſe if he ſaw cauſe. But all this depends 

upon a meer fiftion, viz. That theſe conmunicatory letters were ordained 

by Sixtus 1, in favour of ſuch Biſhops as were calfed toRome, than which m- 

non Anat, F628 can be more improbable.But I do not ſay.that this is a Chimera of your 
A.D. 142-/.6, Own Brains, for you follow Baronizs in it: for which he produceth no 
= Conc. gther evidence, but the Authour of the /rves of the Popes : but Birixs adds 
&1:7+74* that which ſeems to have beenthe firſt ground of it, which is the fecond 
decretal Epiſtle of Stxtus 1, in which that Lecree 1s extant : But whoſo- 

ever conſiders the notorious forgery of thoſe decretal Epiſtles (as will be 

more manifeſted where you contend for them) on which account they are 

par0n.Aa.865. {lighted by Card. Perron, and in many places by Baronizs himſelf, will find 
/eft.5.8 little cauſetotriumph in this Epiſtle of $ixt#s 11 And whoever refletts 
on-the ſtate of thoſe times in which Szxtw lived, will find it improbable 

enough, that the Pope ſhould take to himſelf fo much Authority toſum- 

mon B:ſheps to him, and to order that none ſhould be admitted without 
Communicatory letters from him. It is not here a place toenquire intothe 

ſeveral forts of thoſe letters which paſſed among the Biſhops of the Primi- 

tive Church, whether the Canonical, Pacifical, Eccleſiaſtical, and Commmunica- 

tory, were all one; and what difference there was between the Communt- 
. catory letters granted to Travellers, in order to their Communion with 
forrain Churches, and thoſe /etters which were ſent from one Patriarchto 


another, But this is ſufficiently evident, that thoſe /efters which _ 
the 
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the teſera bo italrtatis, as Tertuſ/ian calls it, the Paſs-port for Communion 
in forrain Churches, had no more reſpeCt to the Biſhop of Rowe, than to 
any other Catholick Biſhop. Therefore the Conncil of Antioch paſſeth two 
Cons concerning them 3 one, That no Traveller ſhould be received without 
them 5 another, That none but Biſhops ſhould give them. And that all Z35- 
ſfbops did equally grant them to all places, appears by that paſſage in St. Au- 
ftin, in his Epiſtle to Exſebizs and the other Donatiſts, relating the -con- 
ference he had with Fortunius 4 Biſbop of that party 5 wherein St. Auſtin: 
asked him, Whether he conld give communicatory letters whither he pleaſed 2 
for by that means it might be eaſily determined whether he had communion with 
the whole Catholick Church,or no. From whence it follows, that any Ca- 
tbolick, Biſhop might without any reſpect to the Biſhop of Rome grant Cone- 
amicatory letters to all forrain Churches, And the enjoying of that 
Communion which was conſequent upon thelſe letters, is all that Optatas 
means in that known ſaying of his, that they had Communion with $Siri- 
cis at Rome, commercio formatarum, by the uſe of thele communicatory 
letters, But beſides thele, there were other letters, which every Patriarch 
ſent to the reſt upon his firſt inſtallment,which. were call 'd their Synodical 
Epiſtles, and theſe contained the profeſſion of their Faith; and the anſwers 
tothem did denote their Communion with them. Since therefore theſe 
were ſent to all the Patriarchs indifterently, and not barely to the Biſhop 
of Rome ;, there appears no difference at all 1h the letters ſent to or from 
him and the other Patriarchs on this occaſion. As for your inſtance of 
the Popes reſtoring Athanaſius, I have ſufficiently anſwered it already ; 
and if the Popes letter were never ſo Mandatory (as it was not ) yet we {ec 
it took no effect among the Eaſtern Biſhops - and therefore they were of 
his Lordſhips mind, That the Government of the Church was not Monarchi- 
cal, but Ariſtocratical, I'did expect hereto have met with the pretended 
Epiſtle of Atticus of Conſtantinople about the manner of making formed 
ktters, wherein one 1 1s ſaid to be for the honour of St. Peter; but ſince 
-- paſs it over, on this occalion, I hope you are convinced of the Forgery 
it, 
In the beginning of your next Chapter (which becauſe of the coherence 


_ ofthe matter Ihandle with this) you find great fault with his Lordſbjp 


for a Marginal citation out of Gerlon, becauſe he ſuppoſeth that Gerſons judee- 
ment, was, that the Church might continue without a Monarchical head, be- 
cauſe he writ a Tra# de Auferibilitate Papz 3 whereas, you ſay, Gerſons 

ft is only to ſhew how many ſeveral waies the Pope may be taken away, that 
#, deprived of his office, and ceaſe to be Pope as to his own perſon, ſo that the 
Church, pro tempore, till another be choſen ſhall be without her viſible Head. 
But although the truth of what his Lordſhip proves, doth not at all de- 
pend upon this Teſtimony of Gerſoz, which wasonly a Marginal citation ; 
yet ſince you ſo boldly accuſe him for. a falſe aegation, we niuſt further 
examine how pertinent this Teſtimony 1s to that which his Lordſhip 
brought it for. The ſentence to which this Citation of Gerſon refers, 1s 
this. For hy are no mean ones, who thinkour Saviour Chriſt left the Church- 
militant in the hands of the Apoſiles, and their Succeſſonrs, in an Ariſtocrati- 
td, or rather a mixt Government; and that the Church is not Monarchical, 
berwiſe than the Triumphant and Militant make one body nder Chriſt the 
Head, Over againſt theſe words, that Tract of Gerſon de Auferibilitate 


Pepe is cited. If therefore ſo much be contained in that Book as makes © 


good this, which his Lordſhip ſayesz he is not ſo much guilty of falſe 
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alledging Gerſon, as you are of falſly accufing him, To make this Clear 
we muſt conlider what Gerſors defign was in writing that Book, and wha 
his opinion therein is concerning the Churches Government. It is well 
known, that his Book was written upon the occaſion of the Conncil of 
Conſtance in the time of the great Schiſme between the three Popes; and 
that the deſign of it, is, to make it appear that it was inthe power of the 
Council to depoſe the Popes, and ſuſpend them from all Juriſdiion jn the 
Church, Therefore, he ſaith, That the Pope may not only loſe his office by 
voluntary ceſion ; but that in many caſes he may be deprived by the Church, op 
by a General Council repreſenting the Church, whether he conſent to it or no: 
Nay, in the next conſideration, he faith, That he may be deprived by a Ge: 
neral Council which is celebrated without hi5 conſent or againſt his will ; And 
in the following conſideration adds, That this maj be done not only decly. 
ratively, but juridically : the Queſtion now comes to this, Whether a pet. 
ſon who aſlerts theſe things, doth believe the Government of the Militant 
Church to be ic and not rather Ariſtocratical and mixt Govern. 
ment ? And I dare appeal to any mans reaſon, whether that may be ac- | 
counted a 4orarchical Government, where he that is Supream may be de- 
poſed and deprived of his office in a Juridical manner,by a Senate that hath 
Authority to do theſe things ? For it is apparent, the Supream power lyes in 
the Senate and not the Prixce, and that the Prace is only a Miniſterial Head 
under them. And this is plainly Gerſors opinion as to the Church; a- 
though therefore he may allow the ſupream Miniſterial Authority to bein 
the Pope, (which is all your Citations prove) yet the radical and intrinſe- 
cal power lycs in the Church, which being repreſented in a General Council, 
may depoſe the Pope from his Authority in the Church, And the truth is, 
this opinion of Gerſoz makes the Fundamental power of the Churchto be 
Democratical, and that the Supream exerciſe is by Repreſentatives in a Gene- 
ral Council, and that the Pope at the higheſt, 1s, but a 47in7Sterial and ac- 
countable Head, And therefore $palatenſis truly obſerves, That this opini- 
on of Gerlon ( which is the ſame with that of the Paris Divines, of which 
he ſpeaks) doth only in words attribute ſupream Eccleſta5tical juriſdiftion 
to the Pope, but in reality it takes it quite away from hizzs. And this is the 
ſame Do@rine which then prevailed in the Conncil of Conftance, and after- 
wards at Baſtl, as may be ſeen at large in their Synodical Epiitle, defended 
by Richerizs, Vigorivs, and others. Now let any man of reaſon judge, 
whether,notwithſtanding your charge of falſe citation, (from ſome exprel- 
ſions intimating only a Miniterial Headſhip ) his Lordſhip did not very 
pertinently cite this Tract of Gerſors, tq prove that no mean perſons did 
think the Church Militant, not to be Governed by a Monarchical, but by a 
Ariitocratical or mixt Government £ ; 
But no ſooner is this marginal citation cleared, but the charge is renew- 
ed about inother, viz. St. Hierom:, yet here you dare not charge his 
Lordſhip with a falſe allegation, but you are put to your ſhifts to getofi 
this Tellimony as well as you can. For, St. Hierom ſaying expreſ]y in his 
Fpiſtle to Evagrivs, Ubicunque fuerit Epiſcopws, five Rome, frve Engubii, ſve 
Conitantinopoli, ſrve Rhegii.Ge: ejuſdeme meriti et, ejuſdem ef &ſacerdotit; 
his Lordſhip might well inferr, That _— he thought not of the Roman 
Biſhops Monarchy, For what Biſhop, faith he, is of the ſame merit or the 
Same degree in the Prieſthood with the Pope,as things are now carried at Rome! 
Tothis you Anfiver, That he ſpeaks not of the Pope. as he is Pope, or in reſpe# 


of that eminent Authority, which belones to him as $t, Peters Energon 
ub 
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hit only compares him with another private Biſhop, in reſþe@ of meer charader 
or power of a Biſhop, as Biſhop only. But though this be all which any of 
your party ever ſince the Keformation have been able to Anſwer to this 
lace 3 yet nothing looks more like a meer ſhift than this doth. For 
[ad St. Hierom only compared theſe Biſhops together in regard of their 
order, was not Sacerdotium enough to expreſs that by; if St. Hierom had 
ſaid only, that all Biſhops are ejuſdem ſacerdotii, there might have been 
ſome plauſible pretence for this diſtinction 3 but when he adds ejuſdene 
meriti too, he wholly precludes the poſſbility of your evading that way. 
For. What doth merit here ſtand for as diſtinct from Prieſthood, if it im- 
ports not ſomething beſides what belongs to Biſhops as Biſſops £ What can 
merit here (ignifie, but ſome greater Power, Authority, and JariſdiGion 
given by Chriſt to one Biſhop above another. St. Hieroxz was not lo ſenflels, 
as not to ſee that the Biſhops of Rome, Conſtantinople, and Alexandria, had 
greater Anthority, and _ JuriſdiFion in the Church, then the petty 
Biſhops of Eugubiunr,Rhegintn,and Tanis ; but all this he knew well enough 
came by the cuſtom of the Church, that one Biſhop ſhould have larger po- 
wer in the Church then another. But Ou he) if you come to urge us 
with what ought to be practiſed in the Church, then, ſaith he, Orbis #rajor 
eſt urbe, it is no one City, as that of Rowe (which he particularly in- 
ſtanceth in) which can preſcribe tothe whole world ; For (ſaith he) al 
Biſhops are of equal merit, and the ſame Trieſthood whereſoever they are, whe- 
ther at Rome or elſewhere. $o that it is plain to all, but ſuch as wiltully 
' blind themſelves, that St. Hierom ſpeaks not of that, which you call, the 
Charader of Biſhops, but of the Autbority of them ; for that very word he 
uſcth immediate] y before, S7 authoritas queritur, orbis major eſt urbe, And 
where do you ever find merit applyed to the Biſhops CharaFer £ They 
who ſay, It is underſtood of the zrerit of good life make St. Hierom ſpeak 
non-ſenſe. For are all Biſbops of the ſame merit of good life £ But we need 
not go out of Rowe for the proper importance of merit here. For inthe (11.7 , 
third Reman Synod under Symmachus, that very word is uſed concerning ſb Symmachs. 
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meritumn ſeve principatws, deinde Conciliorum venerandorum authoritas. Ec. 
where Binizs confelleth an account is given of the Supremacy of the Biſhop 
of Rome, the firſt ground of which St. Peters weerit or principality 3 app| 
now but this ſenſe to S. Hierozr, and he may be very eaſily under{tood, Al 
Biſhops are ejuſdem merit ſive principatas, of the ſame merit, Dignity or Au- 
thority in the Church.But you ſay, he ſpeaks not of the Pope, as he is Pope : good 


| reaſon for it, for St. Hierom knew no ſuch Supremacy in the Pope, as he now 


challengeth. And can you think, if St. Hieroxz had believed ſuch an 
authority in the Pope as you do, he would ever have uſed ſuch words as 
theſe are, to compare him with the poor Biſhop of Agobio in Merit and 
Prieſthood. 1 cannot perlwade my felt you can think fo, only ſomething 
muſt be ſaid for the cauſe you have undertaken to defend. And ſince, 
Belarmine, and ſuch great men, had gone before you, you could not be- 
levethere were any abſurdity in ſaying as they did, , Still you ſay, He 
doth not ſpeak of that Authority which belongs to the Biſhop of Rome, as $. Pe- 
ter's Succeſſor. But if you would but read a little further, you might ſee 
that S. Hierom: ſpeaks of all Biſhops, whether at Rome, or Engubium, Ec. 
equally the Apoſtles Succeſſors: For,jt is neither (laith he) riches or poverty 
which makes Biſhops higher or lower. Ceterum omnes Apoſtolorunr ſucceſſores 
fant ; but they are all the Apoſtles Re therefore he youll ot 
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them with relatiou to that Authority which they derived from the Apoſtle, 
And never had there been greater neceflity for him to ſpeak of the Popes 
ſucceeding 8. Peter in the Supremacy over the Church than here, if he had 
known any ſuch thing, but he muſt be excuſed, he was ignorant of it, wy 
that he could not be (lay you again) for he ſpeaks of it elſewhere, and there. 
fore he r:nſt be jo underſtood there, as that he neither contradift nor condewy 
himſelf. Bur if the Epiſtle to Damaſus be all your evidence for it, a ſuf. 
ficient account hath been given of that already : therefore you add more 
and bid us go find them out, toſee, Whether they make for the purpoſe o 
no. I amſure your-fir/t doth not out ofhis Commentary on the 13. 7/aly, 
becaule it only ſpeaks of S. Peters being Head of the Church, and not of the 
the Fopes, and that may import only drgnity and preheminence, without ay. 
thority and juriſdiction : beſides,that Commentary on the Pſalms is rejected 
as ſpurious by Eraſmus, Sixtws Senenſts, and many others among your 
ſelves. Your ſecond, ad Demetriadem Virginem, 1s much lels to your px. 
poſe; for that only ſpeaks of I-nocentivs coming attcr Anaſtaſius at Rome, 
a Apoſtolice Cathedre & ſupradidi viri ſucceſſor & filius eſt, Who ſucceeded 


 bimz in the Apeſtolical Chair ; But, Do you not «now that there were many 


Apoſrolical Chairs belides that of Rome, and had every one of them ſy. 
preme authority over the Church of God ? What, that ſhould be onthe 
16. of S. Matthew, | cannot imagine, unlcfs it be that S. Peter is called Prix. 
ceps Apoltolorum, which honour we deny him not, or that he laith, #ajp. 
cabo Eccleſiam mean ſuper te: But how theſe things concern the Pope, 
Authority, unlcis you had further enlightened us, I cannot underſtand, 
That ep. 54. ad Marcellam, is of tbe fame nature with the laſt, for the 
words which [ ſuppole = mean, are, Petrws ſuper quem Dominas funduit 
Eccleſia ;, and it you ſce, what Eraſmus faith upon that place, you will 
have little cauſe to boaſt much of it. Your laſt place is, /.1. Cort. Lucifer; 
which I luppole to be that commonly cited thence; Eccleſee ſalus in ſummi 
Sacerdotis dignitate pendet ; but there even Marianus ViForins will tell 
you, it is underſtood of every ordinary Biſhop, Thus I have taken the 
pains to ſearch thoſe places you nakedly refer us to in S. Hierom, and find 
him far enough from the leaſt danger of contradicting or condemning him- 
ſelf, as to any thing which is here ſpoken by him. So that we ſee S. Hierom 
remains a ſufficient teſtimony againſt the Popes Morarchical Government of 
the Church, 
His Lordſhip further argues againſt this Monarchy in the Church from the 
great and undoubted Rule given by Optatus 3 that whereſoever there is 4 
Church, there the Church is in the Common-wealth, and not the Common- 
wealth in the Church. And ſo alſo the Church was in the Roman Empire, Now 
from this ground (ſaith his Lordſhip) I argue thus. If the Church be within 
the Empire, or other Kingdom, tis impoſſible the Government of the Church 
ſhould be Monarchical, For no Emperour or King will endure another King 
within his Dominion, that ſhall begreater than himſelf, ſince the very enduring 
it makes him that endures it upon the matter no Monarch. Your anſwer 
to this, is, That theſe two Kingdoms are of different natures, the onc ſpiritual, 
the other temporal : the one exerciſed only in ſuch things as concern the wor- 
ſhip of God, and the Eternal Salvation of ſouls ;, the other in affairs that con- 
cern this world only. Surely you would perſwade us ,we had never heard of 
much leſs read Be/armin's firſt Book de Pontifice, about the Popes Tempo- 
ral Power, which Vis fain to get licenſe for the other foxr IG at Rome; 


and although he minces the matter as much as may be, and much more 
than 
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than Baronizs and others did, who pleaded downright for the Popes Tem- 
poral Power; yet he muſt be a very weak Prince, who doth not ſee how far 
that indire# and redudive power, may extend, when the Pope. himſelf is to 
be Judge, What comes under it, and what not. And, What may not 
come under it, when depoſing of Princes ſhall be reduced under that you call 
The Worſhip of God? and abſolving ſubjes ſrom their obedience, tend to pro- 
mote their Eternal Salvation * But if the Pope may be Judge, What tem- 
poral things are in ordine ad ſpiritnalia, and. bring them under his power 
in that reſpe&t, Why may not the Prince be Judge what ſpirrtual things a1e 
in ordine ad temporalia, and uſe his power over them in that reſpe&t too? 
But in the mean time, Is not a Kirgdom like to be at peace then? If the 
Pope challenged no other authority but what Chriſt or the Apoſtles had,” his 
Government might be admitted, as well as that authority which they hadz 
but, What do you think of us the mean while, when you would perlwade 
us, that the Popes Power is no other than what Chriſt or the Apeſtles had ? 
you muſt certainly think us ſuch perſons us the Mooz hath wrought particu- 
larly upon, as you after very civilly ſpeak concerning his -Lordſhip. Your 
inſtance from: the Kings of France and Spain, his Lordſhip had ſufficient) 

anſwered, by telling you, That he that 15 not blind - ſee if he will, of what 
little value the Popes Power is in thoſe Kingdoms, further than to ſerve their 
own turns of him, which they do to their great advantage. And when you 
would have this to be »por: the account of Faith and Conſcience, Let the Pope 
exercile his power apparently againſt their Intereſt, and then ſee, on what 
account they profeſs obedience to him. But, as long as. they can manage 
luch pretences for their advantage, and admit ſo much of it, and no more, 
they may very well endure it, and his Lordſhip be far enough from contra- 


. difting himſelf. When you-would urge the ſame inconvenience _ the 


Ariſtocratical Government of the Church, you ſuppoſe that Ariſtocratical 
Government wholly Trdependent on, and not ſubordinate to, the Civil Go- 
vernment ; whereas his Lordſhip and the Church of England aflert the 
Kings Supremacy in Government over all, both perſons and cauſes Eccleſiaſti- 
cal: And therefore this nothing concerns us. And if from what hath 
gone before, it mmſt, as you lay, remain therefore fully proved, that the ex- 
ternal Government of the Church on earth is Monarchical. It may for allthat 
Ike, remain as fully proved, that you are now the man who enjoy this 
Monarchical Power over the Church. And whatever you ſtile the Pope, 
Whether the Deputy,ot Vicar General of Chriſt,or Servus ſervorum, or what 
you will; it is all ohe to us as long as we know his meaning, whatever fair 
words you give him. As though men would take it one jot the better to 
have one uſurp and Tyrarmize over them, becauſe he doth not call 
himſelf King or Prince, but their humbleſervant. Is it not by ſo much the 
greater Tyranny £ to have ſuch kind of Eccleſeaſtical Saturnalia, when the 

ſervys ſervorum muaſt,under that name,#yranmize over the whole world? 
We have already at large ſhewed, How deſtructive this-pretended Su- 
premacy is to that Government of the Church by Biſhops, which,his Lard- 
[hip proves fore the ancient Canons and Fathers of the Chureh, doth of right 
belong to them, viz. from ſeveral Canons of the Conncils of Antioch and Nice, 
and the teſtimonies of $. Auguſtine and 8. Cyprian. To all this you only 
ay, That you allow the Biſhops their portion in the Government of Chriſt s 
Flock: But it is but a very ſmall portion of what belongs to them, if all 
their JariſdiFion muſt be derived from the Pope ; which I have ſhewed be- 
toreto be the moſt current Opinion in your Church : And I dareſay,you 
_ Ooo 2 will 
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will not diſpute the contrary.His Lordſhip was well enough aware,to what 

urpole mer rken acknowledged that the Government of the Church was 
ever in the Biſhops ;, for he himlelf faith, 1t was to exclude temporal Prix. 
ces; but then he deſtres A. C. to take notice of that, when Secular Princes yr, 
to be excluded, then it ſhall be pretended, that Biſhops have power to gonery . 
but when it comes to ſharing ſtakes between them an4the Pope, then hand; off 
they have nothing to do any further than the _— gives them leave, 
What follows concerning the impoſſibility of a right executing of this 
Monarchy in the Church hath been already diſcufled of, and you anfiver ng. 
thing at all to-it that hath any face of pertinency 3 for when you ſay,it will 
hold as well againſt the Ariſtocratical Form, I have plainly enough ſhewed 
you the contrary. 

That which Cllows about the deſign of an Vnverſal Monarchy in the 
State, as well as the Church; about Pepe Innocent's making the Pope tobe 
the Sun, and the Emperour the Mook, the Spaniſh Friers two Scutchions, Cam: 
panella's Eclogue, ſnce you will not ſtand to defend them, I ſhall willing. 
ly paſs them over. But what concerns the Supremacy of the Civil Power, 
is more to our purpoſe, and muſt be conſidered. His Lordſhip therefore 
faith, That every ſoul was td be ſubjel? to the higher power, Rom. 13. 1. 4nd 
the higher Fower there mentioned, is the Temporal. And the ancient Fathers 
come in with a full conſent, that every ſoul comprehends all without exception: 
All ſpiritual men, even to the higheſt Biſhop , even in ſpiritual cauſes too, ſo the 
Foundations of Faith and good Manners be trot ſhaken : And where they are 
ſhaken, there ought to be prayer and patience, there onght not to be oppoſition 
by force. Nay, Errperonrs and Kings are cuſtodes utriuſque Tahulz; 
They to whom the cuſtody and preſervation of both Tables of the Law, for wor- 
ſhip to God, and duty to man, are committed. A Book of the Law was by Gods 
own command in Moſes his time, to be given to the King, Deut. 17.18, 4nd 
the Kings under the Law, but ſtill according toit, did proceed to neceſſary Re- 
formation in Churck-buſineſſes , and therein commanded the very Prieſts them- 

ſelves, as appears in the Acts of Hezekiah and Joſiah, who yet were never cen- 
ſured to this day for uſurping the High-Prieſts office. Nay, and the greateſ 
Emperours for the Churches honoxr, Theodoſius the elder, and Juſtinian, and 
Charls #he Great, and divers others, did not only meddle now and then, but 
enaf# Laws to the great ſettlement and boot of Religion in their ſeverd 
ties, Now to this again, you anſwer, That the civil ard ſpiritual are both 
abſolute and a powers, though each in their proper Orb, the one in 
ſpiritnals., the other in temporals, But, What is this to that which his Lord- 
thipproves, That there can be no ſuch abſolute independent ſpiritual power; 
both becauſe all are bound to obey the Civil Power, and becauſe the Civil Power 
hath a right to nreddle in Eccleſiaſtical matters * And, though you exprels 
never ſo much honour to civil authority, yet {till you limit it to the adwi- 
riſtration meerly of civil affairs; and how far that is, is well enough 
known. You tell us plainly, That it doth not belong to the Emperonr toor- 
der the affairs of the Church, But why do you not anſwer the Reaſons and 
Inſtances which his Lordſhip brings to the contrary ? Yet you yield, Th4 
in cnſe of notorious and groſs abuſes, manf contrary to Religion, and con- 
nived at by the Paſtors of the Church, Chriſtian Princes may lawfully and pi- 
onſly uſe their Antbority, in procuring the ſaid abuſes to be effeFually redreſed 
by the ſaid Paſtors, a the examples of Ezekias and Joſias prove. But in cale 
the High-Brieſt would not have yielded to ſuch a reformation, Might not 
thoſe. Prizces, by the afliſtance of other Prieſts, have effetted it ? pun 
| tc 
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the caſe you were to ſpeak to : For whereas you fly out, and fay, That Prin- 
ces may not take the Prieſts office upon them. Whom do you diſpnte againſt 
in that ? Not his Lordfhip certainly, nor any of the Chwrch of England. 
who never ſaid they might, though they have been moſt injurioutly ca- 
lumniated, asthough they did. That which we aflert, is, That Princes 
may enaC&t Laws concerning Religion, and reform abuſes in Drvize Wor- 
ip, but we do not fay, they may take the Paſtoral office upon them; and 
therefore you ſay no more in that than we do our ſelves. But when you 
ay, They may not reform Religion in the ſubſtance 4 it, 1 cannot well tel! 
How to underſtand you. If you mean, not ſo reform Religion, as to take 
away any of the ſubſtazce, that is a Reformation to purpoſe 3 but if you 
bring it ad hypotheſir, we utterly deny thar any of the ſubſtance of Reli- 
gion was taken away upon our Churches Reformation : If you mean, not 
reform abuſes which go under the name of the ſubſtance of Religion, that 
will be to make the moſt unſufferable abuſes the moſt incurable. Burt, 
when you add, That nothing muft be enatted pertaining to Religion by their 
own Authority 'without , 'or contrary to the Prieſts conſent (the High- 
Prieſt, Iſuppoſe you mean) ſhew ns, Where the Kings of Trae! were bound, 
not to reform in'cafe the High-Prieft did not conſent : and if you conld do 
this, you muſt prove fuch a High-Prieft now, and that Princes are bound 
to walt his leiſure for reforming abuſes in Religion, when his pretended 
Authority is upheld by maintaining them. Asfor your commendations of 
Pope Hildebrand, and Innocent the Third, for very prudent men, and worthy 
Champions of your Church, we (ee, What prudenceis with you, and what a 
worthy Church you have. But it is ſtill an excellent evaſion, That they 
never endeavoured to ſubje the Emperonr to themſelves in temporal matters; 
no. nor Alexander the Third neither, when he trod upon the Emperours 
neck ? But the proceedings of theſe Popes with the Emperonrs, as likewiſe 
Adrian 4. Lucius 3. and others, are fo groſs, that it had been more for 
Jour Tntereſt with Chriſtian Princes, to difown them, than to go about to 
ralliate them with ſuch frivolous diſtinctions, that his Underſtanding nut 
be as blizd as his Obedience, that doth not ſee thorough them. You are 
much concerned, that his Lordſhip ſhould ſeem to give a laſh to thoſe 
mortified ſelf-denying men, the Jeſuits, in bidding them leave their pra- 
Giftaggo advance the greatneſs of the Pope and Emperour ; for, Who could be- 
heve they ſhould deprive themſelves of the riches and pleaſures of the world up- 
on ſuch deſigns £ Undoubtedly you are one of the number, for I never 
heard that any other Order among you, did ever give them half ſo good 
words, but condemned them as much for their practiſing, as we do our 
lives. And, What holy mer wc are, and what excellent Caſuiſtical 
Divinity about both the riches an pleaſures of the world, if we did not 
otherwiſe know, the 14ſteries of Jejuitiſar would ſufficiently diſcover. To 
what his Lordſhip faith turther, That there is no neceſſity of one Supreme Li- 
ving Judge, to keep the Church in peace and unity, but that the ſeveral Biſhops 
under their Soveraign Princes, are ſufficient in order toit 5 you only fay, 
That he quotes Occhamfor it. But, Doth he nothing elle but quote Occham? 
Why do you not anſwer to the thing, and not barely toO0ccham £ You 
have very good reaſon for it; for you have little to fay to the thing it 
(elf ; but for 0cchazr, you have enough totell himin his ear. 1. That he 
is in the Index of forbidden Books; a good teſtimony for the man's honelty. 
2, That he ſided with the Emperonr z a crime beyond an Index Expurgato- 
rivs at Rome. 3. That if there were ſuch a Government as Occham Juppoſes, 
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all thoſe Governours muſt be Infallible, or elſe there would be meer Anarchy in 
the Church : And, Why not as well in the State, without Infallibility 
there ? You ſay, For want of this Infallibility, thoſe Countries where it is not 
acknowledged, are in Schiſms : And weſay, The pretence of this Infallibi- 
ty hath cauſed the greateſt of them. 4. You ſay, 0ccham ſeake only de pol. 
11bili, of what might have been, if our Saviour had pleaſed ; but Occham ayes, 
There is no neceſſity there ſhould be one chief Gevernour under Chriſt, 
and weſay, You can never prove that Chriſt hath appointed that thers 
ſhall be one; and therefore this is more than diſputing a bare poſſi- 
bility. 

Bur now, asthough all your beggings the Queſtion had been argu- 
ments, all your ſayings proofs, and all your proofs demonſtrations, with 
as much authority as if you were i Cathedra, you conculde; Remain it 
therefore a ſettled Catholick Principle, that the Pope hath power over the whol, 
Church of God ;, But you leave out ſomething which ſhould be at the end 
of it, among all thoſe who can believe things as ſtrongly without reaſon, a; with 
it. And for the greater ſolemnity of the Sentence you give it in the words 
of the Oecumenical Conncil at Florence : And I muſt needs fay, You have 
fitted them very well, for that was juſt as much an Oecumenical Conncil, 
as the Pope is Oecumenical Paſtor : but,that neither the one nor the other is 
ſo, I have ſufficiently proved already. 
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Cuay. VIII. 
Of the Council of Trext. 


The 1legality of it manifeſted, firſt from the inſufficiency of the Rule it proceed. 
ed by, different ſrom that of the firſt General Councils, and from the Popes 
Preſidency in it. The matter of Right concerning it diſcuſſed. In what Ca- 
ſes Superiours may be excepted againſt as Parties, The Pope juſtly excepted 
againſt as a Party, and therefore ought not tobe Judge. The Neceſſity of a 
Reformation in the Court of Rome, acktowledged by Roman Catholicks. 
the matter of fad enquired into, as to the Popes Preſidency in General 
Conncils, Holius did not preſede in the Nicene Council as the Popes Leeat. 
The Pope had nothing to do in the ſecond General Council, Two Councils 
held at Conſtantinople, within two years; theſe ſtrangely confounded. The - 
wſtake madevvident. S. Cyril not Preſtdent in the third General Coun- 
cil as the Popes Legat. No ſufficient evidence of the Popes Pre tdency in 
following Conncils. The juſtneſs of the Exception againſt the place, mani- 
fejr ed; and againſt the freedom of the Council from the Oath taken by the 
Biſops tothe Pope. The form of that Oath in the time of the Council of 
Trent, Proteſt ants not condemned by General Councils, The Greeks and 
others unjuſtly excluded as 8chiſmaticks. The exception from the ſmall 
number of Biſhops cleared and vindicated. A General Council in Antiqui- 
ty not ſo called from the Popes General Summons, In what ſenſe a General 
Conncil repreſents the whole Church. The waſt difference between the pro- 
ceedings in the Conncil of Nice, and that at Trent. The exception fron 
the rumber of Ttalian Biſhops, juſtified. How far the Greek Church and the 
Patriarch Hieremias may be ſaid to condemn Proteſtants; with an account 
of the proceedings between them, 


Aving thus far conſidered the ſeveral grounds on which you lay the S. 1: 
H charge of Schiſm upon us, and ſhewed at large the weakneſs. and 
inſufticiency of them, we ſhould now have proceeded to the laſt part of 
our task, but that the great Pal/adinm of the preſent Roman Church, viz. 
the Council of Trent muſt be examined, to ſee whether it be aus, or no; 
whether it came from Heaver, or was only the contrivance of ſome ctin- 
ning Artificers. And the famous Biſhop of Bitonto inthe Sermon made at Hiſt. Council 

\ theopening the Council of Trent, hath given us ſome ground to conjecture * Ten ta. . 
its original by his comparing it ſo ominouſly tothe Trojan-horſe. Although ® '3**+ 
derefore that the pretences may be high and great, that it was made 
Divina Palladis arte, the Spirit of God being ſaid to be preſent in it, and 
concurring with it, yet they who ſearch further will find as much of 
Artifice iri contriving, and deceit in the managing the one as the other, 

And although the Cardiral Palavicino ules all his art, to bring this Simili- 
tude off, without reflecting on the honour of the Council; yet that Biſhop, 
who in that Ser-zon pleaded ſo much, That the Spirit of God would open the 
mouths of the Council, as he did once thoſe of Balaam and Caiaphas, was him- 
(ef in this expreſſion an illuſtrious Inſtance of the truth of what he ſaid. 
For he ſpake as true inthis, as if he had been High-Prieſt himſelf that year. 
But, as if you really believed your ſelf the truth of that Biſhops Dofrine, 
That whatever ſpirit was within them, yet being met in Council, the Spirit of 
God would infallibly inſpire them, you ſet your {elf to a ſerious —— 
© 
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of the proccedings of that Connc:l; and not only fo, but triumph in it, as 
that which will bring the cauſe to a ſpeedy Iſſue. And therefore we muſt 
particularly cnquire into all the pretences you bring to juſtifie the lawful. 
nets and freedom of that Comncitl; but, to keep to the Biſhops Metaphor, 


Accipe nuzc Danaium Inſidias;, & crimine ab uno 
Diſce omnes, 


And when we have thorowly ſearched this great Ergire of your Church, 
we ſhall have little reaſon to believe, that ever it fell from Heaven, Hig 
Lordſhip then having ſpoken 4 the uſefulneſs of ſree General Conncils,for ma. 
king ſome Laws which concern the whole Church; His Adverfary thinks pre. 
(ently to give him a Choak-pear, by telling him, That the Council of Trent 
was a General Council ;, and that had already judged the Proteſtants to hol4 
errours, This you call, Laying the Axe to the Root of the Tree; that Tree, 
you mean, out of which the Popes Infallible Chair was cnt : for the ma- 
nagcment of this diſpute about the Conncil of Trent, will redound yay 
little to the honour of your Chxrch or Cauſe. But you do well to 4d 
That his Lordſhip was not taken unprovided : tor he truly anſwered, That the 
Council of I rent was neither a Legal, nor a General Council, Both theſe we 
undertake to make good, in oppolition to what you bring by way of an- 
{wer to his Lordſhips Exceptions to them. 

That which we begin with, 1s, That: it was not a Legal Council, which 
his Lordſhip proves : Firſt, Becauſe that Council maintained publickly, that 
it is lawful for them to conclude any Controverſie, and make it to be de Fide, 
and ſo in your judgement fundamental, though it have not a written word 
for its warrant ;, nay, ſo much as a probable teſtimony ſfom Scripture, The 
force of his Lordſhips argument I ſuppoſe lyes in this, that the Decrees of 
that Council cannot be ſuch as ſhould bind us toan aſlent to them ; becauſe 
according to their own principles, thole Decrees may have no foundation 
in Scripture : And that the only legal proceeding in General Conncils, is, 

to decree according to the Scriptures, Now to this you anſwer, That the 
weaning of the Council, or Catholick Authours, is not, that the Conntil may 
make whatever they pleaſe matter of Faith, but only that which is expreſſed or 
involved in the Word of God written or uzwritten ;, and this you contels, is 
defined by the Council of Trent, in theſe terms, that in matters of Faith we are 
to rely not only upon Scripture, but alſo on Tradition : which Dofrine (you 
lay) is true, and that you have already provedit : And I may as well fay, It 
is falſe,for I have already anſwered all your pretended proofs. But it is one 
thing, Whether the Doctrine be trxze or no; and another, Whether the 
Conncil did procced legally in defining things upon this principle. For 
upon your grounds you are bound to believe it true, becauſe the Conncil 
hath defined it tobe fo: But if you willundertaketo juſtifie the proceed: 
ings of the Council as legal, you muſt make it appear that this was the Rule 
which Gezeral Councils have alwaies aCted by, in defining any thing to be 
matter of Faith. But if this appear to be falſe z and that you cannot in- 
ſtance in any true General Council, which did look on this as a ſufficient 
ground to proceed upon, then though the thing may, ſince that Decree,be 
believed as tre, yet that Council did not proceed legally in defining upon 
ſuch grounds. Name us therefore, What Conncil did ever offer to deter- 
mine a matter of Faith meerly upon Tradition? In the tour firſt Genera! 


Conncils it 1s well known, What authority was given tothe Scripture 
IQ 
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in their definitions 3 and I hope you will not ſay, That any thing they de- 
fined, had no other ground but Tradition. But ſuppoſe you could prove 
this, it is not enough for your purpoſe, unlels you can make it appear, that 
thoſe Fathers in making ſuch Decrees, did acknowledge they had no 
ground in Scripture for them. For ityou ſhould prove that realy there 
was no foundation but Tradition, yet all that you can interr thence, is, 
That thoſe Fathers were deceived in judging they had other grounds, 
when they had not. Bur ſtill, if they made Scripture their Rule, and 
looked on nothing elſe as a Foundation tor their detinitions but the written 
word of God, then the Conncil of Trent did not proceed /egaly, in offering 
todefine matters of Faith, on ſuch grounds which were not acknowledg- 
ed by the Primitive Church, to be fufhcient Foundation for ſuch Detini- 
tions. Cardinal Cnſanys at large gives an account of the method of pro- 
cceding in the Ancient General Conncils, and thercin tells us, not only that 
the Word of God was placed in the middle among thoſe who ſate in Council, but 
gives this as the only Rule of their proceeding, quod ſecundum teſtimonia 
Scripturarum decrevit Synodys : that they decreed according to the teſti- 
monies of Scripture, Now if another Coxrci! ſhall go according to a dif- 
ferent Kule from what the Church hath eſteemed” the only true and a42- 
quate Foundation for definition of Faith, that Conncil breaks the inviolable 
Laws of Councils, and therefore its proceedings cannot be legal. As for 
Inſtance; Suppoſing a Parliament not to have power to make new Laws, 
but to declare only what is Law, and what not (for that is all you pretend 
to, as to General Councils) and that all other former Parliaments have all 
along profeſled this to be their Rule, viz. that they ſearch into the body- of 
the Laws ;, and if any thing be controverted, Whether it be a Law or no, 
they make a diligent ſearch into it, an cxamine all circumſtances con- 
cerning it, for their own ſatisfaction, and according to the evidence they 
find of its being contained in this body of Laws,they declare themſelves : 
but many things growing much in #ſe among a prevailing party, which have 
no colour of being in the written Laws, but yet tend much to the Intereſt 
of that party; and theſc being oppoled by ſuch, who ſtand up for the an- 
cient and known Taws, the other are torced to make ufe of as good an 
Expedicnt as they can, to preſerve their intereſt and credit together. To 
which end they pack together a company of ſuch, who are moll concerned 
to maintain the things in @xeſtzon, and among theſe, the great Innovator 
lits as Preſedent among them, and ſuffers none to come there, but ſuch as are 
obliged by Oath to ſpeak nothing againſt his tereſt; and theſe, when met 
together, (ceingrhow unable they are to manage their buſineſs according 
toformer Precedents ; the firſt thing they do, is to declare, That cuſtoms 
and r/ages have as much the force of Laws among them, as any contained in the 
body of thexz 5 and having eſtablithed this their Kule, according to it they 
decree all the matters in difterence, to be true and real Laws, Would any 
man ſay, That theſe men proceeded legally, who firſt make the Foundation 
they are tog0 ON, contrary to all former Frecedexts, and then define ac- 
cording tothat ? Yet this, in all particulars, is exactly the caſe of the 
Conncil of Trent ;, but the laſt part is that we are now about; that they 
ſhould, contrary to the procecdings of all Gemeral Conncils in matters of 
Faith, firſt make their Kule, and then bind all men to all thoſe Decrees 
which arc made according to it. And therefore, though the Conncil of 
rent may be thought to act wiſely in advancing Tradt:ons to an equality 
with Scripture in the firſt place, yet he muſt have a great deal of contt- 
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dence and little judgement, who fay's, that in decreeing matters of Faith 
from Tradition, it ated legally ; z.e. according to the rules of the un. 
doubted General Councils, T cannot therefore ſay, whether you haye 
more of the one, or leſs of the other, when you tell us without ottering to 
prove it, That the Council did not proceed in a _—_ manner, from other 
lawful General Councils whil jt ſhe grounded her definitions, partly on $crj. 
pture, partly on Tradition, even in matters not deducible by any particular op 
Logical Inference ſrom 8cripture. The abturdity of which Dodtrine in it 


ſelf, I have at large diſcovered already in our diſcourle of the Reſolution of 


Faith, where it is ſhewed in what ſenſe his Lordſhip fay's, That Apoſtolic] 
Tradition is the Word of God ;, But that this was a /egal way of procecding 
inthe Council of Trent, to define matters of Faith by ſuch Traditions 4; 
have noground in Scripture, had need be better proved, than by your 
bare Affirmation. And ifthat be a Tradition too, I am ure it is one thar 
is neither contained in, nor deducible from, the Scripture. 

2, His Lordſhip juſtly excepts — the Council of Trent, ſrom the 
Popes ſitting as Preſident in it. For, ſaith he, Ts that Conncil legal, where 
the Pope the chief perſon to be reformed ſhall ſit Preſident in it, and be chief 
Judge in his own canſe againſt all Law, Divine, Natural, and Humane, To 
this you return an Anſwer, both to the ratter of Right, and the matter 
Fa. To the matter of Right.you ſay, That the Pope not being juſtly accuſq- 


. ble of any crime, but ſuch as muſt involve, not only the Council, but the whale 


Church as well as himfelf, the Proteſtants had zo juſt cauſe to quarrel with the 
Popes preſiding init. Nay, that it is conformable to all Law,Divine, Natural, 
and Humane, that the Head ſhould preſide over the members : and to give Ne- 
zelliſts liberty to decline the Popes judgement, or the judgement of any other 
their lawful Superiours upon pretence of their being parties, is in effet toex- 
empt abſolutely ſuch people from all legal cenſure ;, and to grant there is noſuff- 
cient means effeFually to govern the Church, or condemn Hereſte, Schiſm, and 
other offences againſt Religion. But is it not unanſwerable on the other 
fide, that this plea of yours makes it impoſſible, that the erroxrs and cor- 
ruptions of a Church (hould be reformed, in caſe the Governors of the 
Church do abett and maintain them ? If you ſay, That it 3s not poſſible the 
Governours of the Church ſhould doſo, we have nothing but your bare word 
for it, and reaſon and experience manifeſt the contrary. In caſe then there 
be a vehement preſumption at leaſt, in a conſiderable party of the Church, 
that the CErrch is much degenerated and needs reformation, but thoſe 
who call themſelves the lawful Sxperionrs of the Church utterly oppoleit 
What is to be done in this caſe ? muſt the Church continue as 1t did,meer- 
ly becauſe the Syperiours make themſelves parties * Nay, ſuppoſe that 
which you would call Zdolatry be in the Church, and the Pope and a Conncil 
of his packing declare for itz muſt there be no endeavours of a Keformati- 
0n, but by them who pronounce all Hereticks who oppoſe them ? But you 
lay, The Head muſt preſide over the members : an excellent Argument to de- 
tend all uſurpations both in Church and tate; for doubtleſs, they who 
are in power will call themſelves the Heads of all others, if that will ſecure 
them trom any danger. But this will exempt them from all legal cenſure: 
lo will your principles, all Govermours of the Church though guilty of Here- 
fee, Blaſphemy, Tdolatry, or what crime ſoever. For ſtill, I hope, the Head 
uſt be over the members; and youlſay, it will bring the Church to confuſion, 
if any ſhall except againſt their Superiours as parties, You muſt therctore 
abſolutely and roundly aflert, that it is impoſſible that the Speriours in 
the 
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the Church may be guilty of any errour or corruption 3 or that,if they be, 
they mult never be called to an account for it ; or elſe that it may be juſt 
in ſome caſes to except againſt them as partzes. And it in ſoxee caſes, then 
the queſtion comes to this, whether the preſent be ſore of thoſe caſes or 
no? and here if you make thoſe £xperiours Judges again, what you grant- 
ed before comes to nothing. This will be more clear by a parallel caſe : 
Suppoſe the ſerting up the Calves at Dar and Bethel had been done with- 
out ſuch an open ſeparation as that of Jeroboarr was, but that the people 
had ſenſibly declined from the worſhip of God at Hieruſalem, and had 
agreed to aſlemble at thoſe places, the High-Prieſt, and the Prieſts and 
Levites having deſerted Hieruſalenr, and approving this alteration of Gods 
worſhip : But although this might continue for many years; yet ſome of 
the Inferiour Prieſts and others of the people reading the Book of the Law, 
they find the worſhip of God much altered from what it ought to be, 
which they publiſh and declare to others, and bring many of the people 


tobe of their mind; but the High-Prieſt and his Clergy (torelceing how: 


much it will be to their prejudice to bring things into their due order) 
they reſolutely oppoſe it. I pray tell me now, what were to be done in 
this caſe ? Muſt the people ſtand wholly to the judgement of thoſe S- 
perionr Prieſts, who have declared themſelves to be utterly averſe from 
any Reformation? And if a Council be called, is it reaſonable or juſt, that 
he ſhould fit as Preſident in it, becauſe he pretends to be the Head over the 
members? and that if Superiours be once accuſed as parties, all order and 
peace is gone £ [s there any way left or no, whereby the Church of 1ſrael 
might be reformed ? Yes, ſay you, by a General Council; but, Muſt it be 
lucha Gemeral Council, wherein the High-Prieft fits as Preſident, and all 
who fit with him ſworn to do nothing againſt him ? Is this a Free and Ge- 
weral Conncil likely to reform theſe things ? And is it not all the Juſtice in 
the world, that ſuch a Corncilſhould be truly Free and General, and thoſe 
freely heard who complain of theſe as great corruptions? and that before 
the moſt equal and indifferent Jxdges ; or,in caſe ſuch cannot be aflembled, 
that by the Aſſiſtance of the civil power,the Church may be reformed by its 
parts : lothat (till theſe parts be willing to give an account of what they 
do before any Free and Gezeral Council, where the main party accuſed fits 
not as Preſident in it? But what then, may you lay?will you aw all Inferi- 
ours to proceed to a Reformation, in caſe the Superiours do not preſently con- 
ſent? No : but men ought firſt to exhibit their complaints of abules, and 
the reaſons againſt them, to thoſe who are actually the S»perionrs of the 
Church 5 and that with all due reverence to Authority 3 but if, notwith- 
ſtanding this, they declare themſelves willful and obttinate- in defence of 
thoſe things, by the concurrence of the S»prear power they may lawtully 
and juſtly proceed to a Reformation, 

Well, (but you fay), all this comes not to your caſe, for the Pope was not 
Juſtly accruſable of any crime :, for you deny not. but that other Biſhops in Conn- 
clmay proceed againit the Pope himſelf, if the caſe do neceſſarily require it, 
as if he be a Herctich, If you will then grant, that inſome caſes, as in that 
of Hereſie, the Pope may be excepted againſt as a Party, you deſtroy all 
that ever you fay beſides. For when the Pope is accuſed for Hereſie in a 
Council, Who muſt ſit as Preſident in that Cenncil? the Pope himſelf, or not ? 
Itthe Pope muſt ſit as Preſident, (for the Head, you fay (till, mt be over 
the members ) Do you think he will ever be condemned for Hereſfe, if he 
hath the ſupream management of the Council? If he may not hit as Pre- 
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ſident then, by the ſame reaſon he ought not to do it, when he is accuſed 
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of errour or Uſurpation ;, but the other Biſhops of the Church, met together 
by the Aſſetance of Chriſtian Princes ina Free and General Council, ought to 
be Jadges in that caſe, as well as the former. And this isno more then 
is aprecable to the DoCtrine and praCtile of the Councils of Conſtance and 
Baſl ; for if they had ſuffered the Popes to have been Preſidents inthem 

or have had that power over them, which the Popes had in the Comncil of 
Trent, Do you think they could have done lo to the preſent Popes as they 
did? But the Popes were grown wiſer afterwards they had theſe exam- 
ples freſh in their many and therefore they were reſolved never to bc 
ridden by Gezeral Councils more. And thence came that continual Oppo- 
ſition to all propoſals of the Emperonr for a General Council, till neceſſity 
put the Pope upon yielding to it : thence came the reſolution at Rowe, not 

to venture any more Conncils in Germany, for that place breathed too 
much freedome for the Popes intereſt, though this were moſt vehemently 
deſired by, both the Emperoxr, and German Princes and Biſhops : Thence, 
whena Council muſt be call'd, he fummons it firſt at Mantra, then at 
Vicenza, and when none would come thither, at laſt he yields it ſhould be 

at Trent, a moſt inconvenient place for the Germans to come to : when 
they were there, though all art poſſible was uſed to prevent the mention 


of any thing of Reformation, yet fometimes ſome free words breaking out, + 


troubled the Legets, who diſpatch notice of it to Rowe, and receive in- 
ſtructions what todo; yetall couldnot prevent their fears and jealoufies, 
leſt ſomething concerning the Popes Intereſt ſhould be diſcuſſed ; upon 
which to make all ſure they tranſlate the Conncil to Bononia, and leave the 
Emperour's biſhops to blow their fingers at Tre#t. And when upon the 
Emperour and King of Fraxce's Proteſtations, the Pope ſaw a neceflity of 
removing it back to Trent again, ma any fair pretence would have 
been taken to have diſlolved the Conrcil; yet ſince that could not be, the 
greateſt care muſt be uſed to ſpin out the time, in hopes of ſome occur- 
rence happening, which might give a plauſible pretext for breaking it up. 
But to be ſure nothing muſt 4 but what was privately diſpatched to 
Rome and approved there firſt, (a good ſure way to prevent any miſchief) 
and thence the Holy Ghoſt came in a Portmantue once or twice a week, as 
the common bz-word was then. But when, notwithſtanding all this, the 
yu points of the Reſedence and power of Biſhops were ſo hotly debated 

y the Spaniſh Biſhops, What arts were uſed to divert them? when that 
would not do, How they bait them in Coxncil by the flouting Italians? 
what private Cabals were kept by the Zegats, what diſpatching and poſt- 
ing to Kome, what numbers of jolly Italians are made Biſhops, and fent 
away to over-vote them ? And when the French-Biſhops were come, what 
Spies did they keep upon them, what bones were thrown to dividethe 
French and Spaniſh Biſhops, what carefling the Cardinal of Lorrain to bring 
him off by the Court of Rowe £ And when any others durſt ſpeak freely 
what checks, and frowns, and diſgraces did they meet with ? And allthis 
to keep the Pope ſafe, who was ſtill in bodily fear till the Conmcil was end- 
ed to his mind ; and then what rejoycing,that they had cheated the world 
ſo, that that which was intended to clip the wings of the Court of Rome, 
had confirmed and advanced the 1rtereſt of it. This was truly the Head's 
preſiding over the members : for all the life and motion they hed proceeded 
from the Influence of their Head, the Pope : Call you this Preſtding 7# 4 


| Council ? It israther riding of it, that by the ſpurring ſome and bridling 


others, 
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others, they may go juſt as the Pope would have them. And that this is 
atrue account of it, appears, notwithſtanding whatever your Cardinal 
Palavicino hath been able to object againſt the impartial hiſtory of it 3 
whole two volumes pretended in Anfwer to it, confiſt of ſo many ithper- 
tinencies, and hath ſo very little material in it, thata Romrar Catholick z 
himſelf hath declared to the world, that he hath done more diflervice to £*/« 44%:- 


nus de tribus 


the Church of Rome by his Anſwer, then ever Father Paul did by his Hiſto- þ;goricis con- 


ry: By whom, his two = Books are compared to thoſe Night-birds «ili Trident. 


that make a great ſhew, 
then being the way of management of things at Trezt, judge you or any 
reaſonable man, Whether the Proteſtants have not juſt cauſe to except 
againſt the Preſſdertſhip which the Pope had in that Council; and name 
you any Gerer4l Conncil (that was truly accounted ſo) where ever he had 
any — like it 2 The particulars you mention, will be conſidered after- 

wards. 
But you ſay, AU this was becauſe the Pope was not juſtly accuſable of any 
crime, but what muſt involve not only the Council, but the whole Church as 
much as himſelf. If fo, there was the greater reaſon that he ſhould leave 
it to the Church in a Free Conncil to have impartially debated things, with- 
out his a&ing and interpoſing ſo much as he did. But the Pope was wiler 
then to think ſo; he knew there were many things in the Conrt of Rome 
which many other Biſhops ſtruck at, as well as the Proteſtants ; and that 
they defired a Reformation of Abuſes as well as the other, eſpecially the 
German, French, and Spaniſh Biſhops. Nay, it is ſtrange to ſee how much, 
intereſt or prejudice blinds men, that they will not acknowledge now 
that there was any ſuch need of Reformation, when Pope Adrian 6, confel(- 
ſed at the Dyet at Norimbere, A.D. 1522. by Cheregatus his Legat, that 
the Popes themſelves had been the fountain and cauſe of all thoſe evils in 
the Church; In thefe remarkable words (part of which have been cited 
already on another occaſion) $c71744 in hac ſanta Sede, aliquot jam annis, 
multa abominanda fuiſſe, abuſus in Spiritualibus, exceſſus in mandatis, &+ 
onmia deniq; in perverſum mutata. Nec mirum, ſi egritudo& capite im men- 
bra, 4 ſummis Pontificibus in alios prelatos deſcenderit. Omnes nos (ſc. pre- 
lati Eccleſiaſtici ) declinavimus, unuſquiſq; in vias ſuas, nec fuit jamdin, qui 
faceret bonunt, non fuit uſq;, ad unum. QPuamobrem neceſſe eſt, ut omnes de- 
mus gloriam Deo, & humiliemus animas noſtras ei © videat unuſquiſque no- 
ſtrim unde exciderit, & ſe potins quilibet judicet, quam & Deo in virga faroris 
ſui judicari velit, Qna in re quod ad nos pertinet, polliceberis, Nos omnene 
operam adbibituros,ut primum Curia hec unde forte ome hoc malum proceſſtt, 
reformetur - ut ſicut inde corruptio in omnes inferiores emanavit, ita ab ea- 
dem ſanitas & reformatio omnium emanet. Ad quod procurandum nos tan- 
to arTins obligatos reputamus, quando univerſum mundum hujuſmodi refor- 
mationent avidins defrderare i Can you now for ſhame ſay, There 
mas no need of Reformation at that time, and that the Popes were no more 
concerned then the whole Church £ The whole Church was indeed concerned, 
to {ee the Corrt of Kome reformed, and we ſce the Pope confelleth, that all 
the world defired a Reformation. Doth not he ingenuouſly acknowledge, 
That many abominable things had been for many years in the Holy See (and 
very holy it was,the mean tne) that all things were ont of order. That the 
diſtemper had fallen from the Head to the members, from the Popes to other 
Prelates, that they had all gone out of the way, that for a long time there had 
been none that did. good, no not one. That therefore it was neceſſary, that all 
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ſhould give glory to God, and humble their ſouls , and every one ſte whence he 
was fallen, and judge himſelf, rather then be judged by God in the rod of his 
fury. Wherefore(laith he to his Legat) thou ſhalt promiſe for ws, that we will 
uſe our utmoſt endeavour, that this Court, from whence all the miſchief hath 
proceeded, may be reformed:that as the corruption hath flowed from thence untg 
inferiours, ſo the health and reformation of all may come from thence toa. in 
we look on our ſelves as the more obliged to procure this becauſe we ſee the whgls 
world doth earneſtly deſire ſuch a Reformation. Whom mult we now be. 
lieve, the Pope or you ? the Pope ingenmonſly and Chriſtianly bemoaning the 
corruptions that had been in Popes themſelves, and from them had (prea 
to others ; or you, who baſcly and untruly flatter the Popes, as though 
they needed no Reformation, but what concerned the Council and Church, 
as well asthem > Andthe Pope gives you the true reaſon of it, Becauſe th; 
corruptions had been ſo great at Rome, that from thence they had ſpread owe; 
all 65 <q And canyou think now, that the Pope was not juſtiy accuſed 
of any crime, but that he might ſit as Preſedent, and manage the affairs of 
the Conncil, as though there had been no need at all of any Kefor-14tion? 
But Iremember an obſervation of Baronixs, that the providence ot God 
was ſo great in watching over the Roman See, that the Popes who were un- 
fit to Govern it, ſeldom continued long in it 3 which he makes upon Siri- 
cixs his favour to Ruffinws 3 and ſuch a Pope was this Adrian accounted ; 
this confeſſion of his being very diſtaſttul at Rowe, he continued not long 
after it. But yet I know you have another Anſwer ready at hand, That 
all this concerned only ſome abuſes in manners and management of affairs, but 
nothing confeſſed to be amiſs in Dorine of Faith, However, ſince it belong- 
ed tothe Conncil to reform thoſe abuſes, the Pope as an intereſled perlon 
ought not to have preſided there, had it not Been his intention to have 
prevetited any real Keformation, For all the Decrees of the Council to 
that purpoſe were meerly delufory and nothing of Reformation followed 
upon them 3 and the moſt important things to that end could never pal; 
the Council, And if we gain this, that the Pope ought not to be Judge, 
where himſelf is concerned, as to the Reformation of abuſes ; your tormer 
aſſertion will make the other follow, viz. that in caſe of Hereſre, other 
Biſhops may in Council proceed againſt the Pope, and, by the famercalon, 
when any crroxrs inFaith are charged upon him, or thoſe who joynin 
Communion with him 3 that ſuch ought to be debated in a full and free 
Council, where no one concerned may preſide to over-aw the reſt, But 
ſuch Preſedents ſhould be appointed as were in former General Councils, 
to whom it belonged to manage the debates of the Conncil, without any 
ſuch Power and Juriſdiction over them, as the Pope pretended to have, 
over all thoſe aſſembled at Trent. And thus it appears, that what his 
Lord(hip ſaid, was juſt and true, That it is contrary to all Law, Divine, 
Natural and Humane, that the Pope ſhould be chief Judge in his own Caſe, 
Your inſtances of Pope Leo at the Corncil of Chalcedon,and Alexander atthe 
Council of Nice, will be conſidered in their due place. 

Which that we may come to, we muſt examine the matter of fad, as to 
the Popes preſidency in General Councils. His Lordſhip denying, that the 
Pope did preſide in the Council of Nice, either by himſelf or Legats, becauſe 
Hoſws was the Preſident of it 5 You Anſwer, That Hoſjus did preſide in 
that Council, and ſo did likewiſe Vitus and Vincentius m_ of Rome, 
but (you lay) they all preſided as the Popes Legats and not otherwiſe. This 
(you ſay) appears by their ſubſcribing the Conciliary Decrees in the fr 
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place of which no other account can be given; and becauſs Cedrenus and 
Photius confeſs that the Pope gave authority to this Council by his Leeats ; 
and in the oldpreface to the Conncil of Sardica, it is ſaid expreſly, that 
Hofius was the Popes Legat, aud the ſame acknowledged by Hincmarus, * and 
Gelaſtus Cyzicenus, whom you prove that Photius had read, Theſe being 
then all the Evidences you produce for the Popes Preſidency at the 
Nicene Conncil, we are obliged to afford them a particular conſideration. 
Your firſt argument, which Ze//armin and Baronizs likewile infiſt on, is 
the order of fubſcription, becauſe the name of Hoſus is ſet firſt , but, if we 
mark it, this argument ſuppoleth that which it ſhould prove. For thus 
it procceds, Hoſes ſubicribed fir{t, and therefore he was the Roman Legat; 
Hoſius was the Roman Legat, and therefore he ſubſcribed firſt : For it 
ſuppoſeth that the firſt Subſcription did of right belong only to the Romar 
Legat which we may as well deny, by an argument juſt like it, Yitus 
and Vincentizs did not ſubſcribe firſt, and therefore the Roman Legats 
did not ſubſcribe firſt. But you ask, Why ther did *Hoſius ſubſcribe before 
the Patriarchs, and other Biſhops, of greater dignity thanhimſelf. I anſwer, 
Becauſe Hoſius was Preſident of the Council, and not they. But if you ask, 
Why they choſe him Preſident before others, the Niceve Fathers mult anſwer 
you, and not I. But you ſay, Cedrenws and Photivs contels, That the Pope 
gave Aitthority to the Nicene Council by his Legats; but, How comes that to 
prove, that Hoſts was one of thoſe Legats * Photius I am ſure in his Book 
of the ever $ynods (firſt publiſhed in Greek, by Juſtel/us out of the Sedarr 
Library) fayes no ſuch thing, but only mentions the two Presbyters wha 
were there the Roman-Biſhops Legats, And Cedrenws only mentions the 
Roman Legats amongſt thole who were chief in that Council, reckoning up 
the ſeveral Patriarchs, Your old preface to the Sardican Synod ({uppoled 
of Diony ſis Exignus) is no competent teſtimony, being of a later Author, 
and a Roman too : And Hincmarns is much younger than he, and there- 
fore neither of their teſtimonies hath any force againſt the ancient Wri- 
ters; neither hath that of Gelaſes Cyzicenus, who lived under Baſeliſcus 
A.D. 476. And that you may not think I do you wrong, to deprive you 
of his teſtimony, you may fee, How treely Baronizs paſleth his cenſure Box 4.P. 
upon thoſe AFs under the name of Nicene Council, Sed, ut libert dicam, Es 
ſonia puto hac omnia;, that I may ſpeak freely, I account them no better 
than dreams : And gives this very good reaſon for it; becauſe ever fince 
the time of that Connczl, all perlons have been ſo extremely defirous of the 
Ads of that Conncil, and yet could never obtain them. But that which 
comes in the rear, tranſcends all the reſt, which is, That Photius, though 2 
Schiſmatical Greek, and bitter enemy of the Roman Church, witneſſeth he had 
read this Book of Gelaſius, and in it the above-cited teſtimony. And, I pray, 
What follows trom thence ? I hope Photzus had read many other Books 
mthat excellent collection of his Bivliotheca beſides this 3 and, Will you 
hy, that Photizs belicvcd all that he there ſaith he had read ? No, but 
you ſay, That therenpon he confeſſes that the ſaid Hoſius was Legat for the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, at the Conncil of Nice, But you would have done well to 
have told us, Where this Confeflion is extant : for you ſeem to infinuate, photius in ibs 
as though it were in the lame place where he mentions the reading this #9. Cod. 88. 
Book of Gelaſiws : but hc only faith, That Gelaſius affirms it, adding no- **" 
thing at all of his own judgement; and in his Book ot the ſever Synods, 
where he declares his own mind, he only mentions YVit#s and Vincentivs, as Th9t.de 7. $y- 
. X . nod,  6.p.163 
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ing him with'V 7t#s and Vincentizs, but with Alexander of Conſtantinople, 
and Sylveſter and Julius of Rome, and Alexander and Athanaſius of Alex. 
andria, whom he makes the Chzef in the Conncil, For if Photius lad jn- 
tended to have made Hoſts one of the Popes Legats ; there was all the rcq- 
ſon in the world he ſhould have ſet him before Vitrs and Vincertins, who 
were only Presbyters. And that the Pope had no other Legats there but 
theſe two Presbyters, we have the conſent of all the ancient Eccleſr,ſticg] 
Hiſtorians :, Fuſebins mentioning the ablence of the Roman Biſhop, becauſe 
ot his Age adds, mgiofurrget 5 wry mag5ylis Ti aur mlEiy invinge, His Preilyter, ' 
being preſent, ſupplied his place ; lo Theodoret the Biſhop of Rome comd not 
epreſent, No ra epwoburiges emis, but he ſent two Presbyters with poxey 
togive his aſſent ; not to preſide over the Council. To the lame purpoſe 
S9zomen, Nicephorws, Zonaras (peak. And it is very ſtrange nct one of 
all theſe Hiſtorians ſhould mention this, if Hons had prelided there ag 
Leeat of the Biſhop of Komez, and much more, that Hows ſhould not ſub. 
{cribe firſt in that capacity, but only as Biſhop of Corduba ;, for the Popes 
Legats do not uſe to be fo forgetful of their place and honour. It ſeems | 
thenvery plain, that the Pope had no manner of Treſdency at the Connelef 
Nice: We come therefore to following Conncils. 
You grant, That in the ſecond General Conncil, NeCtarius Biſhop of Con- 
ſtantinople was Preſident, and not the Tope or his Legats. But the reaſon 
(you ſay) was, becauſe Pope Damaſus having firſt ſummoned that Council to 
be held at Conſtantinople, and the Biſhops of the Oriental Provinces being ac- 
cordinely there met, the Pope, for ſome reaſons, altered his mind, and would 
have had them come to Rome, to joyn with the Biſhops he had there aſſembled: 
which the Prelates at Conſtantinople refuſing in a ſubmiſſive manner, al- 
ledeed ſuch arguments as the Pope remained ſatisfied with them. So th 


Council (you lay ) was upon the matter held in two places, at Rome,and Cor- 


ſtantinople. So that while the Pope preſided in the Council at Rome, and 
gave allowance to their proceedings at Conſtantinople, and that by reaſon of 
their entercourſe, they were looked on but as one Council in effe, and the Poe 
to have preſided therein. In all this you diſcover , How much you 
take up things upon truſt, and utter them with great confidence, when 
they ſeem for your purpoſe, although they are built upon notorious mi- 
{takes in Eccleſraſtical Hiſtory; asI hall make it plain to you this Anſwer 
of yoursis. For neither was the Gexeral Council at Conſtantinople everin 
the Icaſt ſummoned by the Pope, neither did it fit at the fame time that the 
Conncilat Rome under Damaſus did ; neither were any Letters ſent from 
that Coxmerl to the Pope; and therefore certainly.Pope Danraſus could not 
in any ſevſe be ſaid to preſide there. Theſe things, I know, make you 
wonder at tirftzbut I ſhall undertake to make it appear, How much your 
great 4/aſters (I need not name them to you.) have abuſed your credulity 
1m thisſtory. We are to know then, that the Emperour Theodeofins ha- 
ving been newly admitted into a ſhare of the Empire by Gratian, andthe 
Eaſtern parts of it being allotted to him, he conſidering what a deplorable 
condition the Chxrches of thoſe parts were in, by reaſon of the fadions 
and hereſies which were among them, judges it the beſt expedient to call 
a Council at Conſtantinople ; toſee1t there were any hopes to bring the 
Churchtoany peace. For this purpoſe 150. Biſhops meet from the ſeveral 
Provinces at Conſtantionople, who condemn 4/acedonins, publiſh a new 
Creed, make leveral Canons, accept of Gregory Nazianzen's reſignation of 
the See of Conftantinople.chuſe NeFarins in his room, and on the death of 
Meletins 
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Meletins at Antioch, ele(t Flavianus to ſucceed him, make a Synodical 
Epiſtle to the Emperonr Theodoſms, giving him an account of their proceed- 
ings, and ſo difiolve, This is the ſhort of the narration of it in Theodoret, 
Socrates, and Sozomen.But as ſoon as the report of their actions was come 
into the Weſtern parts, great diſcontents are taken at their proceedings, 
cipecially at the eleCtion of Flavianns to the See at Antioch ; becaule the 
Church of Rome had declared it elf in favour of Panlinws at Antioch,during 
the life of Xelctins, and therefore by no means would they now yield to 
the ſucceſſion of Flavianns. Upon this, Damaſus ſollicits the Emperonr Gra- 


tian for a General Council, that the cauſe might be heard; and, that the 


Eaſtern Biſhops might meet too, he ſends other Letters to Theodoſms to the 
fame purpoſe z upon the intimationof which, the Eaſtern Biſhops, who ei- 
ther were detained at Conſtantinople by ſeveral occurrences there, or were 
ſent again out of their Provinces thither, allemble rogether, and write a 
S$ynodical Epiſtle to Damaſus, Ambroſms, Britton, Valerian, &*c, wherein 
they give an account, Why they could not come to Kowe, becauſe the 
Eaftern Churches could not, in ſo divided and bufie a time, be lett deſtitute 
of their Biſhops, and therefore they deſire to be excuſed 3 but however, 
they had ſent Cyriacns, Euſebins, and Priſcianns, as their Legats thither, 
This excuſe the Emperoxr 1heodoſims accepted of , and Damaſus and his 
Council were fain to ret ſatisfied with it 5 only ſome of Paxlints his party 
met him there, as Epiphanins and $. Hierom (although S. Hieroxe being no 
Biſhop, could only ſhew his good will, and take that opportunity of re- 
turning to Rome.) What this Council did under Damaſus, we are to ſeek; 
for both Baronius and Binins confeſs, that the AFs of that Conncil, are 
wholly loſt; only Baronixs thinks, that the condemnation of Apolliraris 
and 77m0thens (which Theodoret mentions) to have been done before; and 
that Paulinus was reſtored to the See of Antioch by this Comncil: which 
ſeems the more probable, in that Paxlimns the next year returns to Artioch; 
and becauſe the Biſhops of Rome afterward took his part, and defended his 
ſucceflour againſt Flavianns in the See of Antioch, This being the true 
account of thoſe proceedings, let now any indifferent perſon Jace, Whe- 
ther you were not much put to it, when you are fain to contound #wo 
Councils held at ſeveral times on ſeveral occafions, on purpole to blind the 
Reader, and to make him believe that Pope Damaſns had ſomewhat to do, 
in ca/ing and preſiding in the General Council at Conſtantinople ;, becauſe he 
requeſted the meeting of the Biſhops again the year after the General 

Council, And the truth of this, is ſo plain, that Baronins and Binins con- 
fels the difference of theſe two Conrcils, both as to the times and occa- 
ſions of them. Baronins placeth the Oecumenical Conncil at Conſt antinople 

A.D. 381. Encherins and Syagrius being COSS. in May: but the other 

Council at Conſtantinople, he placeth the year after, A. D. 382. Syagrius 

and Antorinus COSS. at which time likewife the Conncil at Rome fate. And 

lo Binins reckons this Corncil as a ſecond Conncil at Conſtantinople under 

Damaſus, and, in all things concerning the times of this and the former, 

follows Baronixs exattly. So muchare the two great Cardinals, Bellar- 

min and Perron miſtaken, when they would have the Council at Conſt an- 

tinople called Oeeumenical on this account, becauſe there was a Comncil at 

Rome fitting under Damaſus, at the ſame time approving what was done at 

Conſtantinople. Whereas the occaſion of the Council at Rowe was given 

by ſome of the laſt Atts of the Oecumenical Conncil, viz. the eletion of 

Flavianes, But that this could not be, that thoſe two Conncils at Rome, 
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and Conſtantinople, ſhould fit together at the ſame time, and on the ſame 
account, appears by the Synodical Epiſtle of the Council the year following 
ſent to Darraſus, which is exemplified both in Binizs and Baronins, and ig 
originally extant in Ti heodoret. Although Binixs placeth it at the end of 
the Oecumenical Council, but Baroninus much more fairly in the next year, 
as being the Act of the ſecond Council. Now there are two things in 
that Synedical Epiſtle by which I ſhall prove it impoſhhble, that either the 
Letters of Pope Damaſns did concern the calling of the Oecumenical Conn. 
cil, or that the ſitting of the Council at Rome, and the General one at Coy- 
antineple, could be at the ſame time. The firſt is from the date of tho 
Letters, which is thus expreſicd there : that they met together at Conſtan." 
tinople, having received the Letters which were ſent the year before from 
them to the Emperonr Theodoſins, wer Tv & *Awania ocvolty, after the Synod 
at Aquileia, Now the Synod at Aquileza by Baronins his computation, was 
held the ſame year 4. D. 381. in which the Oecumenical Council at Con- 


\. ſlantinople was held, and much later in the year too, for this was held in 
Tom.1, Conti. the Nones of September, and the other in May; and ſo much is likewiſe 


Pp. 632. 


conlciled by Binins in his notes on that Council, Now let me demand of 
you, Whether is it impoſlible that Daxraſus ſhould, by his Letters, ſummon 
the Oecumenical Council, when the date of thoſe Letters to Theodoſms, is fo 
long after the ſitting of it? But beſides this, thele Eaſterz Biſhops in that 
Council, which fate after theſe Letters of Damaſus, clearly diſtinguiſhed 
themſelves from the Oecamenical Conncil of the year foregoing : for, after 
they had givena brief account of their Faith, they referr the Pope and 
Weſtern Conncilto that declaration of Faith which had been made theyeur 
before by the Oecumenical Council allembled at Conſtantinople , 76 nique @ 
Korgrynremna mes ms Gitghuttns 7th er) ouriSſes Ts It poſſible then any thing 
ſhould be more evident, than that this Corel aflembled upon the Letters 
of Damaſ#s to Theodoſms, and fitting with the Council at Kome, is clearly 
diſtinct from the 0ecumenical Council of Conſtantinople * And thus I hope 1 
have diſpelled thoſe 7iſts which you would caſt before the Readers eyes, 
by confounding theſe two Councils, and thereby offering to prove that 
the Pope had ſome kind of very remote Preſidency in the ſecond Genera! 
Council. Which is ſo far from being true, that there is not any intimation 
in any ofthe ancient Hiſtorians, Theoderet, Socrates, or $5zomen, that 
.the Pope, or any of the Weſtern Biſhops,kad any thing at all to do in it. But 
you willack, How comes it then to be accounted an Oecumenical Council * 
For this indeed Baronius would fain find out ſome hand that Damraſus had 
init, or elſe he cannot conceive how it ſhould become Oecumenical; but 
all the proof he produceth, is, Becauſe in the As of the ſixth Conncil it is 
ſaid, that Theodofius aud Damaſus oppoſed Macedonius : and fo ] hope he 


' might do by declaring his conſent to the DoCtrine decreed in this Council; 


not that thereby his approbation made it Oecamenical. And,as that Doctrine 
was received, and that Confeſſion of Faith embraced all over the world, 
ſo that Council became Ocecumenical, For I cannot fee but that if Damaſ#s 
had ſtood up for Macedonixs, it the Decrees againſt him had been re- 
ceived by the Catholick Church, it had been never the les Oecumenical 10 
the ſenſe of Antiquity : That teſtimony which Baronins brings out of his 
own Library, and a Copy of the Yatican, cxpretfing that Damaſus did 
ſummon the Council at Conſtantinople, is not to be taken againſt the conſent 
of the ancient Church-Hiſtorians; it being well known what Intere{thok: 


Roman Copies have a long time driven on. I deny not therefore but yo 
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the Conncil of Conſtantinople was aſlented to by Damaſns, and the Weſtern 
Biſbops, 1n the matters of Faith there decided, but I utterly deny that Da- 
waſus had any thing to do in the Preſidency over that Council, So that 
we find a Council alwaies jr qgany pe 8 to be Oecumenitcal, in which the 
Pope had no Preſidency at all ; and this very Inſtance ſufficiently refutes 
your Hypotheſis viz. that the Popes Heng is neceſſary to a General Council, 
In the third Gemeral Council held at Epheſus 4.D. 431. it is agreed on 
both ſides, that $, Cyril Patriarch of Alexandria, was the Preſident of it : 
but the Queſtion is, In what capacity he fate there, whether in his own, 
or as Legat of Celeſtine Biſhop of Rome? All the proof you produce for the 
latter, is, That is appears by a Letter written to him by the Pope, long before 
beſent any other Legats to that Council: in which Letter he gives $, Cyril 
charge to ſupply his place, as is teſtified by Evagyius, Proſper, Photius, and 
divers other Authours. But here again you offer to confound two things, 
which are ofa diſtinct nature : for you would have your Reader believe, 
that this Letter was ſent by Celefiine to Cyril, in order to his Preſdentſhip 
inthe Council, whereas this Letter was ſent the zear before, without any 
relation to the Council ;, as appears by the ſeries of the ſtory ; which 1s 
briefly this 3 the differences in the Eaſtern Churches increaſing about the 
Opinions broached by Neſtorins, S. Cyril of Alexandria chietly appearing 
in oppoſition to them they both write (much about the ſame time)to Pope 
celefline;im aching cach other of Herelie. But before ——_ had read 
the Letters from Nefborins in vindication of himſelf, Poſſedonins a Deacon 
of Alexandria comes with ſeveral dilpatches from S. Cyri/, wherein a 
large account is given of the herelie and aCtions of Neftorizs ; upon which 
the Pope calls a Council at Rome, and therein examines the allegations on 
both ſides, which being done, the Council condemns Neſtorins, and paſ- 
ſeth this ſentence on him, That ten daics ſhould be allowed him( after notice 
given) for his repentance; and, in caſe of obſtinacy, he ſhould be declared ex- 
communicate. And for executing this ſentence,Celeſtize commits his power 
to Cyril; not asthough it belonged to the Pope only to do it, but that by 
this means there might appear the Conſent of the Weſtern with the Eaſtern 
Biſhops, in putting Neſtorius out of the communion of the Catholick, Church, 


s.8, 


P. 234, 


S. Cyril having received theſe Letters by the return of Poſſidonins, dated An, 430. 
the third of the 1des of Auguſt, as appears by the Letters extant in Baronins, {#231 24: 


calls a Council at Alexandria, in which four Legats are decreed to be ſent 
to Conſtantinople in purſuance of the ſentence againſt Neſtorixs, they de- 
liver the Letters of Celeſtine and Cyrilto him, he returns them no anſwer at 
all, but addreſles himſelf to the Emperor Theodeſins, and complains of the 
perſecutions of Cyril, which occaſioned a very ſharp Letter of the Empe- 
roxr to him, charging him with diſturbing the Churches Peace, But this 
was not all; for Cyril having with the Synodical Epiſtle of the Conncil of 
Alexandria, ſent twelve Anathematiſms to be ſublcribed by Neſtorins, he 
was ſo far from it, that he charges Cyrz! with: the hereſie of Apollinaris in 
them, and ſends them to Joharnes Antiochenns, who { with the Syrian 
Biſhops of his Dioceſe) joyn with Neſtorixs in the impeachment of Cyril. So 
that by this means the ſentence againſt Neſforixs could not be put inexe- 
cution, becauſe of the diſſent of the Eaſtern Biſhops, and that S. Cyril 
ſtood charged with Hereſſe as well as the other. Things being grown to 
this height, Theodoſms calls a General Council at Epheſus, to be held the en- 
ſuing year, writes toall the Metropolitans to appear there at the time ap- 
pointed, and bring ſuch Biſhops with them, as they: thought convenient 3 

. Qqq 2 bur 
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but what contentions happened there between the two parties, is not here 
our buſineſs to relate; but the Emperonr foreſeeing what diſturbance was 
like tobe there, ſent the Count Candidianws for better management of 
the affairs of the Conncil, Now S. Cyril and his party having the adyan- 
tage ofthe other, both in number and forwardneſs of being there, Cyril 
ies as Preſident among them. The Queſtion now is, Whether he (ate 
there by virtue of that Legantine Power he had for the excommunicatin 

Neſtorics the year before, or not? or only as Patriarch of Alexandria, ny 
chief of that party? But by what authority he ſhould challenge to be 
Preſident of the Conncil, becauſe he had been deputed by Celeſtine to at his 


part in the excommunicating Neſtoriws, I think is ſomewhat hard to un- - 


derſtand. Neither doth any thing appear inthe Conncil which gives any 
round for it ; for Cyr#/ ſubſcribes to 1t meerly as Patriarch of Alexandria, 
the Council on all occaſions call him, and Mezrror of Epheſus their apy, 
and when they ſpeak of Celeſtire, after his Legats came, they ſay, He did 
only evredgiver, affeſt together with them in Council : But, Why ſhould Ce- 
leſtine end other Legats afterwards, viz. Arcadius, Philippas, and Pro- 
jedus, if S. Cyril ſupplied the Popes place there already ? Yet, although 
we ſhould grant, that before the Legats came, Cyril did ſupply the place 
of Cwleſtine, yet it doth not follow, that he ſate Preſident of the Conneil on 
that account : but only to ſhew the concurrence of Celeſtine with the 
Council in matter of Doctrine 3 and this there was good reaſon for, be- 
cauſe Celeſtine had fully declared himſelf to Cyril concerning that already, 
And this was uſual in the Comncils, as appears in this very Conneil by Flaia- 
244 Biſhop of Philippi ; ſubſcribing likewile in the place of Rufus of Theſ- 
ſalonica. So that if we grant Cyril to ſit in the Conncil as Legat of Celeſtine, 
yet it doth not follow, that he was Preſident of the Cquncil in that capacity; 
for the other was only to feſtifie his conſent, this required a particular Con 
miſſion to that purpole. So that he might give a vote in the Comncl for 
Celeſtine, and yet lit (as he did) Preſident of the Council as Patriarch cf 
Alexandria, Thus it being manifeſted, that in the three firſt General 
Comncils, the Pope (ate not either by himſelf or his Legats as Preſident, it is 
ſufficiently proved thereby, that his Prefidercy is no neceſiary condition to 
a Gemeral Conncil;, and if not, then we ſay, It is unjuſt and unreaſonable 
he ſhould challenge it, when he is the perſon mainly accuſed. Bur in the 
mean while it is not at all neceſſary, that we ſhould deny that ever he fate 
as Prefident in any other General Conncil;, for being the Biſhop of the chief 
See, Why ſhould he in a caſe of general concernment to the Charch,as that 
of Chalcedon, not be allowed by his Legats to have the prime place : But 
there wants ſufficient evidence too, that theſe were properly the Preſidents 
of that Council. In the-next at Conſtantinople you grant, that Extychim 
Biſhop of Conſtantinople ſate Preſident ; but you ſay, That he acknowledged 
this priviledge to be due to Pope Vigilins, But , How came it to pak 
then, that he would not fit there, though then at Conſtantinople? It 
appears by the many frivolous excyſes he made, that he durſt not truſt 
himſelf in the Conrcil, for fear that authority ſhould not be given him 
which he expetted. For that hath alwaies been the ſubtilty of the Popes 
In thoſe elder times, when they began to encroach, not to venture them- 
ſelves in preſence in a General Council, for tear of uppoſition, but by their 
abſence they reſerved to themſelves a liberty to declare their diſſent, when 


any Ads _ which did not pleaſe them. As Leo did in the caſe of 


the Council of Chalcedon, But however, this is evident from the __ 
. Genera 
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General Conncil, that the Popes Preſidency was not then thought at all ne- 
cellary. What was done in following Conncils, is not material to our 

rpoſe, becauſe it doth already A appear, that the Popes Pre- 

ny is not neceſſary to a General Conmeil, and therefore you conclude 
with a notorious falſity, in ſaying with Be/armin, That the Fope hath 
been poſſeſt full 1500 gears of the right of preſiding in General Conncils. 

His Lordſhips third exception againſt the Conncil of Trent, is, That the 
place was nodfree, but either in, or too near the Popes dominions, To this 
you Anſwer, That certainly Trent is not within the Popes dominion : but 
itis well enough known, that Trext was under the ſole juriſdiction of the 
Biſhop, and the Biſhop to be ſure was under the Popes dominion, having 
been particularly obliged too, by receiving a Cardinal's Hat, And there- 
fore it was not without juſt reaſon that the place was proteſted againſt, 
not only by the German Proteſtants, as being out of Germany where the 
States of the Empire had often promiſed the Comncil ſhould bez at the 
Diet at Norimberg 1524, at Anſpurg 1526. Spire 1529. Rathbone 1532, 
1541. again at Norimberg 1543. and laſt of all at Spire 1544. but asa 
moſt inconvenient place tor them to come to ; being a weeks journey (as 
they ſay) from the borders of Germany, ſeated in a barren and almoſt in- 
acceſſible place, having no freedom of paſſage almoſt amidſt the Alps; 
This place, I ſay, was not only proteſted againſt by them, as being con- 
trary to the promiſes made tothem 3 but the German Biſhops made it their 
earneſt requeſt, that the Council might be held in Germany; for at Trent, 
they Gid they could neither be preſent themſelves, nor ſend any Legats 
thither : and particularly inſtance in the unpaſlableneſs of the Alps be- 
tween them and Trent ; and that it was rather in the borders of Ita/y then 
Germany, And the Pope himſelf in his Anſwer to the German Biſhops, and 
the Emperonrs Proteſtation upon the removal of the Council from Trent to 
Bononia, inliſts upon the inconvenience of Trent for the long reſidence of 
the Biſhops there. And in behalt of the Proteſtants declaring againſt this 
place in regard of the unſaftenels of it, the places about being all under the 
Popes authority : du Ranchin tells you, That it is an exception allowable 
by the Dofors of the Canon Law, who all agree, that an exception againſt the 
ſefer of the place js pertinent, and ought to be admitted: that it is good, both 
by the Civil. Law and the Law of Nature, that a man ſummon'd to a place where 
any danger threatens him, is not bound to appear, nor to ſend his Proftour, and 
that a Judge is bound to aſſign the parties a place of ſafety for the hearing of 
their cauſe, otherwiſe there is juſt cauſe of appeal. That the Conncil of Piſe 
excepted againſt appearing at Rome on the ſame accounts, and if they 
durſt not venture to Rome upon the offer of ſafe-condut, much leſs rea- 
lon had the Proteſtants todo it, to ſuch a place as Trent, a City, by reaſon 
of the neighbouring woods very ſubjed to treacheries and ambuſhments ; 
that the very deſigning ſach a place yielded ground of fear and ſuſpicion, 
eſpecially to ſuch as had not forgotfen the late examples of John Huſſe, 


and Hierom of Prague at the Conncil of Conſtance, That the States of Ger- 


any in the diet at Francford A. D, 1338. pleaded the nullity of the Popes 
excommunication of Lewis 5, becauſe he was cited to Avignon where the 
Pope was Lord of the place ;, and the place being not free for him to appear 
at,the ſummons were not Canonical, but void and invalid in Law. This 
and many other inſtances are there brought by the ſame learned Author 
to juſtifie the Proteſtants in not appearing at Trext, becauſe the place was 


not free nor ſafe ; although the Authour ſeems not to have been one 
himfelf, 
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himſelf. All theſe things being conſidered, he muſt have been an Infidel 
indeed, who would pronounce Trent to have been the moſt indifferent 

lace for both parties to meet at. For what you ſay, That it might have 
= 4s unſafe for the Pope and his party, if it had been in Germany : there ig 
no reaſon atall for it, becauſe of the Emperonrs openly owning that [n- 
tereſt ; but if you plead the warrs of Germany which then broke out, 
I hope that may ſerve asa further plea for the Proteſtants, who were in a 
good condition to go to a free Council about matters of Religion, whena 
war was already begun upon them upon the account of Religion, as moſt 
evidently appears, not only by the ſupplies fent by the Pope, but by the 
tranſactions afterwards between the Pope and the Emperonr, in lome of 
which it is exprelly confeſled. 

But ſuppoſing the place had been never fo free, there is another great 
Exception remaining (till, viz. That none had ſuffrage, but ſuch as were ſwory 
to the Pope and Church of Rome, and profeſſed enemies to all that call d for 
Reformation or a free Council. To this you Anſwer, 1. That it is no new 
thing for Biſhops to take an oath of Canonical obedience to the Pope ;, for 
$t. Gregory mentions it 4s an ancient cuſtome in his time; and therefore 
this objeFion would ſerve as much againſt ancient General Councils as this 9 
Trent. 2. That the Biſhops oath doth not deprive them of the liberty of their 

ſuffrage ;, nay it doth not ſo much as oblige them not to proceed and vote even 
againſt the Pope himfelf, if they ſee juſt cauſe ; but only that they will be obedient 
to him, ſo long as be commands things ſuitable to the will of God and the $4- 
cred Canons of the Church. But what falſhood and fraud lies in both thek 
Anſwers,it will not take up much time to diſcover. Could you without 
bluſhing offer to ſay, That no other oath was taken by the Bill ops at the 
Council of Trent then what was taken in ancient General Councils ? forſo 
much your words imply, when you ſay, That the ſame objedion would have 
beld as well againſt them as this of Trent, Why do you not produce ſome 
inſtance of any oath taken to the Pope in any of the tirſt General Councils? 
I dare challenge you to bring any footſteps of any ſuch thing in any anci- 
ent Council; and you muſt needs have exceedingly hardened your fore- 
head that durſt let fall any thing tending that way. Tt was in much ater 
times before that oath of Canonical nm ts from Biſhops to their Metre- 
politan came up z and when it did, no more took any ſuch oath to the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, then ſuch as were under his Metropolitical juriſdittion, In 
your citation of Gregory, you would let us ſee how far you can out-go Bel- 
larmin himſelf in theſe things. For Bel/armin only proves, that it isnot 
new for Bſhops to take an oath of Canonical obedience to the Pope ;, but you 
lay, That Gregory mentions it as an ancient cuſtom in his time, which is 
egregiouſly falſe. For there is not one word in all that Epiſtle implying 
any thing of former cuſtome, neither doth it contain an oath of Canonical 
obedience made by every Biſhop at his conſecration, but only a Form of re- 
nunciation of Herefie by any Biſhop who comes oft from it to the Catholick 
Church, and fo the title of it 1s , Promriſſuo cujuſdam Epiſcopi hereſin ſuans 
anathematizantis; and what is this,T pray,to the oath taken by every Biſbop 
at his conſecration ? wherein he ſwears, to defend and retain the Koman P4- 
pacy, and the Royalties of $t, Peter (lo their new Pontifical hath it, whereas 
in the old one it was regulas SanGorum Patrum ) againſt all men. And was 
this no more then a bare oath of Canonical obedience The firſt mention 
we meet with of any oath of Canonical obedience taken by men in Orders, 1s 
1g the eleventh Council of Toledo cap. 10. held, faith Loayſa, A,D. 67 - and 
therein 


4 a 


Chap. VIIL. = Ofcthe Council of Trent. 


J————————s 
ag ce... 


therein indeed they fay it is expedibile, a matter they judge expedient, 
That thoſe in orders ſhould, Promiſſionis ſu vota ſub cautione ſpondere, 
bind themſelves by promiſe to obſerve the Catholick, Faith, and obey their Su- 
periours: but here is nothing at all concerning any oath to be taken by all 
Biſhops to the Pope, though Be{/armin produce it to that purpoſe. For 
that was much later then the time of this Conncil, it beginning at the time 
of the conteſts between the Popes and Princes about Inveſtitures; then the 
ſope to ſecure as many as he could to himlelf, binds them in oath of Fealty 
and Allegiance, rather then Canonical obedience to himſelf : by which, as 
Spalatenſts truly faith, he makes the Biſhops his flaves and vaſſals. And 
therefore in another place, he juſtly wonders, that any Chriſt;an Princes 
will ſuffer any Biſhops to make that Homage by this oath to the Pope, which 
is only due to themſelves. For, faith he, That oath which was ozly of Ca- 
nonical obedience before, they have turned it into abſolute homage to the Pope, 
ſo that none can be conſecrated Biſhops without it, But yet you would per- 
ſwade us, that notwithſtanding this oath they may proceed and vote againſt 
the Pope himſelf, Surcly, Pope P14 2 was of another mind, who (as the 
Appendix to Urſpergenſis tells us) inan Epiſtle to the Chapter at Memtz, 
faith, That to ſpeaktruth againſt the Pope, is to break their oath. But all this 
will morc evidently appear, if we produce the form of the Oath it ſelf, I 
mean not that intheold Roman Pontifical, but that which was taken in 
Julizs the third's time, which was inthe time of the fitting of the Council 
of Trent, In which, belides in the firſt place a promiſe of obedience to 
the Pope and his Succeſlours, and a promife of concealment of all his 
Conncils, there are theſe exprels words, Jura, honores, privilegia, & autho- 
ritatem Romane Eccleſue, Domini noſtri Pape &+ ſucceſſorum prediftorum 
conſervare, defendere, augere, &- promovere curabo, T will take care to pre- 
ſerve, defend, increaſe, and promote the rights, honours, priviledges, and an- 
thority of the Roman Church, and of our Lord the Pope and his Succeſſours 
aforeſaid; but left this ſhould not be full enough, there follows another 
clauſe, Nec ero in Concilio,in fadto, ſeu traFtatn, in quibus contra Dominum 
noſtrum, vel Romanan Eccleſiamaliqua py prejudicialia perſonarum, 
juris, honoris, ſtatis,» poteſtatis corum, machinentur. Et, ſi talia a quibuſ- 
dam traFari cognovero, aut procurari, impediam hoc pro x &* quantocyut 
potero commode fignificabo eidem Domino noſtro, vel alteri per quem ad ipſius 
notitiant poſſtt pervenire, Twill not be in any Council, ation, or debate, in 
which they ſhall plot or contrive any thing to the prejudice of onr Lord the Pope, 
or the Roman Church, or of any perſons, right, henour. ſtate or power belong- 
ing to them, Was not this now a fit Oath toſend Biſhops to a free Coun- 
cil with 2 where the main thing to have been debated had been the 
ulurped power of the Pope and Church of Rome, He that can believe a 
Council made up of ſuch perſons (who judge this Oath lawful_).to be Free, 
may think thoſe men free to rebel} againſt their Soveraigr, who had but 
juſt taken an Oath of A/egzance to him. Net that the Pope had any right 
or power to impole it, or that the Oath is in it {elf lawful ; but that thoſe 
who judged both theſe thingstrue, could not poſſibly be more obliged, 
not toact in any meaſure againſt the Pope then they were. And there- 
fore the Pope knew what he did, when he utterly denicd to abſolve the 
Biſbops of this Oath, which the States of the Empire prefled him to, as ne- 
cellary in order to the Freedom of the Council : No, faid he, 1do not mear 
to have my hands bound up ſo. He knew well enough, how much his 7- 


tereſt lay at ſtake, if the Biſhops were releaſed of this Oath, and therefors 
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he was reſolved to hold them faſt enough to himſelf by it. What te. 
ſtritions or limitations can you now find out in this Oath, whereby theſe 
Biſhops might freely debate the power and authority of the Biſlop of Rowe? 
T hey that ſwear, not to be in any Council or debate againſt the Pope , are not 
like to make any Free Council about the matters then in diſpute, Ang 
Do you think now the Proteſtants had no cauſe to except againſt thi; 
Council, where all the Biſhops were {wore before-hand to maintain and de. 
fend that which they moſt complained of. And, Were there nothin 
elſe but this Oath, fo unheard of a thing in all ancient Councils, fo contrs 
to the ends of a Free Councils, this were enough to keep them from eyer 
ſubmitting tothe judgement of fuch a Conncit as that of Trent was, 

And yet this is not all neither : for his Lordſhip adds, That the Pope 
himſelf, toſbew his charity, had declared and pronounced the appellants Here. 
ticks, before they were condemned by the Council. T hope, ſaith he, an df: 

ſembly of enemies are no lawful Conncil ;* and I think that the Decrees of ſuch 
a one are, omni jure nulla, and carry their nullity with them through all Lip. 
All the Anſwer you giveto this, is, That the Pope did nothing therein but in 
purſuance of the Canons of the Church which required him ſo todo, and of the 
Decrees of General Councils, which had already condemned their Opinions fy 
Herefſe. You mend the matter well : for it ſeems the Pope not only did {o, 
but was bound to doſo. For ſhame then never talk of a Free and Gener 
Council, to debate thoſe things which you ſay were already condemned 
for Herefics by General Councils, One may now ſee, What the $4fe- 
condutt had been for the Proteſtants, if they had come to Trent; for it 
ſeems they were condemned for Hereticks betore they came there, and no- 
thing then was wanting but execution, But if the Proteſtarts Opinions 
were condemncd for Hereſtes before by General Conncils, Why was the 
Council of Trent at all \ummoned 2 Why was the world fo deceived with 
the promiſes of a Fre? and General Council? Why did they proceed to 
make new Decrees in theſe matters? In what ancient Gemeral Councils will 
you ſhew us the Popes Supremacy, the Infallibility of the Church of Rome 
decreed, that thoſe who held the contrary ſhould be accounted Hereticks? 
Speak them out, that we may find our ſelves therein condemned. Give us 
a Catalogue of the reſt of your Tridentine Articles, and name us the Genera! 
Councils \n which they were decreed as they are there ? But this is nota 
work for you to meddlein. However, What folly and madneſs wouldit 
be to account that a Free Council, in which the things to be debated are 
looked on as condemned Herefies already, and no liberty allowed toany 
perſons to debate them ? 

The laſt Exception youſay of his Lordſhip, is, againſt the ſmall uumbrr 
of Biſhops preſent at the Tridentine Council , and in the firſt place he men- 
tions the Greeks whom he takes (lay you) to have been unjuſtly excluded, To 


this you lay, 1. The Pope called all who had right to come : (you ſbould ſay,al 


whom he would judge to have right to come.,) 2. The Greeks, by reaſon of their 
notorious Schiſm, bad excluded themſelves : And, Might not the Greeks (it 
they were in condition) every whit as well hold a General Council among 
themſelves. and fay, The Latirs had excluded themlelves by their noto- 
rious Schiſaz. You lay, 1t is confeſſed that no known Heretick or Schiſmi- 
tick,hath right to ſit in Council : but ſtill you make your own ſelves Judges, 
Whoare Orthodox, and who Hereticks and Schiſmaticks ; and, Might 
not the Greeks again ſay the very ſame of you? and for all that I know, 


with much more truth and reaſon. It was then very like to be a _ 
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general Conncil,when the Pope and his party mult fit as Judges, Who were to 
be admitted,and who not:Might not the Ponatiſts infdffica have call'd their 
Conncil of ſeventy Biſhops an Oecumenical Council upon the ſame grounds, 
becauſe they accounted none to belong to the Church, but ſuch as were 
of their own party ? And if they did not belong to the Church, they could 
have no right to fit in Cornmcil. It ſeems, the more uncharitable you are, 
thefreer your Councils are; For the Pope may, by pronouncing men Here- 
ticks and Schiſmaticks, keep them from coming to Comncils, and appear- 
ing againſt himthere : and the Conncil be never the lefs General for all 
that. If the Greeks be not called to the Comncil, they may thank them- 
ſelves, they are notorious Schiſmaticks, and, if we belicve you, Hereticks 
too 3 If the Froteſtants be not admitted, it is their own fault they are con- 
demnedHereticks;it none appear from any other more remote Churches, ſtil] 
the ſame plea will ſerve to exclude them all. For my part I much approve 
the ſaying of Ewgenivs in the Conncil of Florence, when they ſpake of the 
paucity of Biſhops for a General Council, That where he and the Emperonr, 
and the Patriarch of Conſtantinople were preſent, there was a General Coun- 
cil, though there were no more. And Pope Pixs the fourth might have ſaved 
a great deal of mony in his purſe, with which he maintained his Biſhops Er- 
rant at that Council, had he been of the ſame mind. But the ſcene of 
things was altered in Exrope ; there were ſuch clamours made for a Gere- 
ral Council, that ſomething muft be done to fatisfie the world : and, as 
long as the Pope knew how to manage the buſineſs, there would be nothin 
could breed ſo great danger in it. He therefore barely ſummons a Concil 
without acquainting any of the Eaſtern Patriarchs with it (as was the cu- 
ſtom in theancient Gereral Councils) among whom it was debated after 
the Emperonrs indiCting of it ; theſe lummoned by the Emperexrs order 
their Metropolitans, the Metropolitans the Biſhops,” the Biſhops they 
agreed among themſelves, who ſhould go to the Council, who onthat ac- 
count might be ſaid to repreſent thoſe Churches from whence they came, 
What was there like this in the Council of Trext > What mellages were 
there ſent tothe Faſtern Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, Antioch, and Alexan- 
andria® What Metropolitans came thence 2 What Biſhops by the con- 
ſent of thoſe Churches ? And,ifthere were nothing of all this, What bold- 
neſs is it to call this a General Council? Juſt by theſame figure that your 
Church is called the Catholick Church; which is, by an inſufferable Catachre- 


fr. And muſt fix fugitive Greek-Biſhops give vote here for all the 


Eaſtern Churches ;, and two fugitive Exgliſh-Biſhops for all the Church of 
England? Tdonot then at all wonder, How eaſily this might be a General 
Council, though there were ſo very few perſons in molt of the -Seſſzors of 
it, But you ſay, There was no need of any particular ſending from the Greeks, 
# the caſe then ſtood, and ſtill continues; 'tis ſufficient they were called by 


| the Pope. Sufficient indeed for your purpoſe; but not at all for a General 


Conncil;, For if the Greek Churches had been in condition to have ſent an 


\equal number of Eaſtern to Weſtern Biſhops, the Popes would rather have 


loſt all, than ſtood 10 the judgement of ſuch a Council, And this you know 
well enough, for all your ſaying, That the Greek Church condemns the Pro- 
teſtants : You dread the Greek Churches meeting you in a Free General 
Council ; and therefore to prevent that, they mult be called Schiſmaticks, 
and excluded as fuch, though you would never permit the debate of the 
Schiſm ina Free Council, As the caſe then ſtood, and ſtill continues, there 
was no need of ſending. And, Why 10? Is it becauſe thoſe Churches _ 
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then under perſecutions, and are ſtill, and therefore there is no hopes that 
the Biſhops ſhould come to a General Conncil 7 Eut all that thence tollow:, 
is, that as things ſtood then, and do ſtill, there can be no truly Geyer] 
Conncil ; and that is a juſt inference : but I ſuppoſe you rather mean, he. 
cauſe thoſe Churches were then in $chiſm, and arc {ti]]I, which (till diſc- 
vers what a wonderful good opinion you have of your fclves, and hoy un- 
charitable you are to all others. And fo great is the exccllency of your 
Biſhops, that one of them may repreſent a whole Nation 3 and fo about fifiy 
will be more than ſufficient for the whole world. And therefore I rather 
wonder there were ſo many Biſhops at Trent ; for, if the Pope pleaſed, as 
he made Patriarchs, Prizrats, and Arch-Biſhops of fuch places where they 
never durſt go (which he knew well enough) it had been but appointing 
ſuch to ſtand for ſuch a Natzen, and ſuch for another, and a ſmall number 
might have ſerved turn, without putting any to the trouble of comin 
from any forcin Conrtries at all. For otherwile, it we go about to examine 
the ———_— of Biſhops, by their proportions to the Chnrches they come 
from, as it ought tobe in Gereral Conncils, we ſhall find a moſt pitiful ac- 
count in the Council of Trent, 

For as his Lordſhip ſaith, Ts it to be accounted a General Council, that in 
many Seſſions had ſcarce ten Arch-Biſhops, or forty or fifty Biſhops preſents In 
all the Selſions under Paul 3. but two Frenchmen, and ſometimes none ;, as in 
the ſixth, under Julius 3. when Henry 2. of France proteſted againſt that 
Council, And from England but one or two (by your own confellion) and 
thoſe not ſent by Authority. And the French (he ſaith) held off till the Car 
dinal of Lorrain was got to Rome. As for the Spaniards, they labouredfor 
many things upon good grounds, but were moſt unworthily over-born. Now 
to this you have a double Anſwer ready, 1. That miſſzon or deputation, is 
20t of abſolute neceſſity, but only of Canonical proviſion, when time or ſtate of 
the Countries whence Biſhops are ſent, will permit; in other caſes, it fufficeth 
they be called by the Pope. 2. For thoſe who were abſent the impediment was not 
on the Councils part 5 and in the latter Seſſwons (wherein all that had been 
formerly deſined by the Conncil, was de Novo confirmed and ratified by the 
unanimous conſent of all the Prelates ) tis manifeſt the Council was ſo full that 
in the number of Biſhops it [ny ſome of the firſt four General Countils, | 
begin with your firſt Anſwerx/which neceſlarily implies, that a Gemerd 
Conncil 1s not lo called by repreſentation of the whole Church, but by rela- 
tion to the Popes Summons, So that itthe Pope make a General Summons, 
that muſt be called a Gemeral Council, though none be preſent but ſuch 
whom the Pope ſhall think fit tocall thither. But, Where do you find 
any ſuch account of a Gemeral Conncilin all Antiquity ? T have given ybu 
in{tances already of General Conncils, in which the Popes had nothingat all 
todo with the Crnmatng ofthem; nay, all the four General Conncils 
were called by the Emperonr, and not by the Pope, as any one may ſee, 
that doth not wiltully blind himſelf, The Pope ſometimes did beſcech and 
intreat the Experour to call a Conncil, but never preſumed to do it himlelt 

inthole dates. And this is evident, not only from the Hiſtorians, but trom 
the authentick As of the Coxncils themſelves 3 and Cardinal Perron's di- 
ſtinction of the temporal and ſpiritual call of Councils, is as ill grounded as 
the Popes texaporal and ſpiritual power ;, there being no foundation at all in 
Angunity,nor any reaſon in the thing,tor two ſuch ſeveral Ca/s, the one by 
the Experour, and the other by the Pope. But this isa meer evaſion, the 


evidence bcing ſo clear, as to the Emperoxrs calling thole Conncils, the N- 
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cene by Conſtantine, the Conſtautinopolitan by Theodoſins, the Epheſine by 
the Junior Theodeſins, the. Chalcedonian by Martian and Valentinian : 
And this is ſoclear, that Be/armize in his Recognitions confelleth his mi- 
ſtake about the Conſtantinopolitan Council being called by the Letters of Pope 


. Damaſus 3 and acknowledges that to be true, whichI1 at large proved be- 


fore, That the Synodical Epiſtle was not ſent by the General Council, but by 
another the year after. Itthen the calling of Councils belongs not of right 
to the Pope, it is not his ſummoning which can make a Gereral Conncil,with- 
out miſſion and deputation from thoſe Churches whom they are to re- 
preſent. And any other ſenſe of a General Council is contrary to the ſenſe 
of Antiquity, and is forced, and unreaſonable in it ſelf, For it muſt be 
either abſolutely general, or by repreſentation ; none ever imagined yet an 
abſolutely General Conncil, and therefore it mult be focalled as it doth re- 
preſent ; if lo, then there is a neceſſity of ſuch a deputation. But here a 
9reſtion might ariſe, Whether thoſe Deputies of Churches have power by 
their own votes to oblige the Churches they are ſent from,by conveying in 
a General Council; orelſe only as they carry with them the ſenle of thoſe 
Churches whom they repreſent : and this latter ſeems more agreeable to 
the nature ofa truly Gereral Council, whole acts muſt oblige the whole 
Church. For that can only be ſaid to be the act of the whole Church, 
which is done by the Biſbops delivering the jenſe of all particular Churches ; 
and it is not ealje to underſtand, How the Univerſal Church can be obliged 
any other way z unleſs it be proved, that Gezeral Conncils are inſtituted 
by ſome poſitive Law of Chriſt ; ſo that what is done by the Biſhops in them,” 
mult oblige the Catholick Church; and then we mult find out not only the 
Inſtitution it ſelf, but the way and manner how Gemeral Councils ſhould be 
called, of which the Scripture is wholly filent. And theretore there is no 
reaſon that there ſhould be any other General Council imagined, but b 
ſuch a repreſentation ; and in order to this, the conſent of all thoſe Churches 
muſt be known by the particular B:ſhops, before = can concurr with 
others, ſoas to make a General Council, The moſt ſuitable way then to 
a General Conncil, is, that the Summons of them being publiſhed by the 
conſent of Chriſtian Princes, every Prince may call together a National $y- 
od, in which the matters to be debated in the Council, are to be diſcuſled, 
and the ſenſe of that $z0d fully declared, which thoſe Biſhops who are 
appointed by it'to go to the Gezeral Conncil, are to carry with them, 
and there to declare the ſenſe of their particular Church, and what all theſe 
Ziſbops ſo aſſembled do all agree in, as the ſenſe of the whole Church, may 
be called the decree of a Gereral Council. Or in caſe ſome great impedt- 
ment happen, that ſuch Biſhops cannot aflemble from all Churches, but a 
very conſiderable number appearing and declaring themſelves, which up- 
onthe firſt notice of it, is univerſally received by all particular Churches, 
that may ex poſ#-faFo be called a General Council; as it was with the firſt 
four Oecurrenical Councils, And yet that in them there was ſuch a depwta- 
tow as this is, appears by that expreſſzon in the Synodical Epiſtle of the 
Biſhops of Conſtantinople before mentioned; for in that they give this ac- 
count, Why they could not do what the Weſtern Biſhops detired, becauſe 
they brought not with them the conſent of the Biſhops, who remained at home 
to that purpoſe. Kn} wet Tmaurys worns 71s Cured's, iv may <&n mals bnapyitus wiruvlav macs” 
Ty 0vyrami3coy hangs ver. And concerning this only Conncil, viz. at Conſtan- 
tinople, have we brought the conſent of thoſe Biſhops which remain in the Pro- 
vInces, $0 that they looked on the conſent of the other Biſhops to be ne- 
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ceſlary as well as their own. But now, if we examine your Conncit of 


Trent by this Rule, How far is it from any appearance of a Gereral Coun. 
cil? What Biſhops were there ſent from the moſt of Chriſtian Churches ; 
Thoſe that did appear, What equality and proportion was there amon 
them? For Voices in General Conncils _ not to go by the number of 
Biſhops, but by the number of Churches ;, fo that if ſix were ſent from the 
Church of England, or France, delivering the ſenſe of that Church they 
come from, they have equal Votes with the greatc{t number of 7aliay 
Biſhops. But here lay the great impoſture of that Council; firit, that the 
Councils being general, depended upon the Popes general Suu2m0ns,though 
never fo few Biſhops appeared; next that the Decrees of the Council were 
to be carried by moſt Voices, and the Biſbops to give their bare placet; 
theſe things being thus laid,when there was any fear that bufineſles would 
not go right, it was but the Legat- uſing ſome art indclaying it, and fend- 
ing intcl|1gence to Rome, and forty Biſhops are made together, and poſted 
ro Trent, to help out the number of voices 3 and thus it was in the caſe of 
the Inſtitution and Reſtdence of Biſhops : And this 1s that you call, a Ge- 
neral Council, 2. To your other,That what was wanting in numbcr at fiſt, 
was made up at laſt when all former Decrees were confirmed by a full wumber 
of Biſhops; it is {001 replied, That this 1s, as all the reſt of the proceedings 
of that Council was, but a meer Artifice. For it appears by the Hiſtory of 
that Conncl, that in the laſt Seſſrox under P7#5 4. a Propofition was made, 
that all the Decrees under Paul and Julrzs ſhould be approved 3 which was 
oppoled, becaulc they laid it would be a derogation to the Anthority of 
the Council of thole times, if it ſhould ſeem that the things then done had 
nced of a new confirmation of the Fathers, and would ſhew. that thisand 
that was not all one, becauſe none can confirm his own things. But up- 
on the French Biſhops earneſt inſiſting, upon it, it was determined ſymply to 
read them, and no more, And, Doyou call this a confirming and ratify- 
ing them de novo ? So that, for all appears by this laſt Seſſz0z, the Authori- 
ty of thoſe Decrees, muſt, as far as concerns the Connel, depend upon the 
number of the B/hops then preſent, which was but very ſmall certainly for 
a General Council, there bcing not ſo many in moſt of the Seſſzons, as were 
inthe Dozatiſts Council in Africa ;, {o far were they from the number ofthe 
ancient General Councils. 

But here comes your grand Objection in the way, That nothing is pre- 
tended by us againſt the Council of Trent, which might not have been ineffed 
as juſtly objeFed by the Arrians againſt the Council of Nice. But, Is not 
there eaſily diſcernable a vaſt diſparity between theſe two, which way 
loever we conceive them ? Theone called by the Exzperour, who in perſon 
ſate in the Conncil, to prevent all diſorders and clancular aCtions the 
other by the Pope, who preſided in it by his Legats, and ordered all 
things by his direc&10ns. In that of Nzce,the Arrian Biſhops were as free!y 
admitted to debate, as any of the other ; but it was far from being loat 
the Council of Trent. In the Nzcene Conncil, though Alexander was no fur- 
ther a party as tothe DoFrine thant heother Biſhops (no more was Leoat 
the Council of Chalcedon,or Cyril at Epheſws.,though thoſe are the three you 
inſtance in before) yet he ſate not as Preſident of the Conncil, but the Em- 
perour had the chief Inſpection tor the right management of it, and for the 
Conciliar aCtions Hoſes was Preſident : Would the Pope have been content- 
ed 'with ſuch a Council in his caſe, wherein the Emperour ſhould have fate 
in chief, and ſome other perſon beſides the Pope to have preſided © It not, 
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never go about to parallel theſe two Councils with each other. Again, 
in the Council of Nice, all the Biſbops came free, without any prxengage- 
ment to maintain the party of Alexander ; but the Biſhops at Trent were 
all fyorn to defend the Papal Intereſt. At Nice, the Biſhops themſelves 
debated the matters in Controverſte z, at Trent, the Divines diſpute, the Bi- 
ſhops in their formalities give their Placet. At Nice, every one was freely 
heard, none died for grief of checks being given them tor their too free 
ſpeaking, as there did at Trent. And thele, I hope, ſhew, there was much 
greater reaſon for the Proteſtants to except againſt the Council of Trent , 
than for the Arrians againlt the Conncil of Nice. And yet, belides all theſe 
unds of diſparity, thoſe two remain good ſtill, which his Lordſhip in- 
anceth in, viz. That the Council of Nice preceeded wholly by the Scripture, 
and that the ſentence of it hath been univerſally received by the Church,both be- 
fore and after it  ncither of which can be ſaid of the Council of Trent, But 
to thele two you offer ſomcthing by way of Anſwer. To the firſt, That 
both theſe Councils had the Scripture for their Rule, but not their only Rule: 
for. you ſay, Theodoret expreſly ſayes, that in condemning the Arrian Here- 
ſee, the Council of Nice grounded it ſelf upon Tradition. But Theodoret ſayes 
no ſuch thing 3 only out of an Fpi/tle of Athanaſims, he ſayes, When the Ar- 
rians objetted that they uſed words not contained in Scripture, they gave them 
this Anſwer, that ſo did they too but the words which they uſed, were ſuch 
& their Fathers had nſed before thexzz and, Do you cail this the groundin 
the condemnation of them upon Tradition £ Yet, to do you right, I mul 
ſuppoſe that either you took this upon truſt, without ſcarching Theodopet; 
or,it you did, you looked no further than Chriſtophorſons Tranſlation yohich 
in things concerning the Papal Controverſies, doth notorioutly trip (to fay 
no worle of it, as it were ealie to manitelt from ſeveral examples) but we 
necd no more than this preſent. For whereas the words in Greek run thus, 
"EZ a724par 38 &Tfow)'s (aoage 1) 13 45 uh over, &% 73 iv mary 7% 54 10) ainavier in 4 
«2: Qwy wer Funtfec vos wi ray Nefign vaTery;inces, Which Sirmondys faithfully 
renders, Nam cum ipſt ex verbis non-ſcriptis impietatem ſuam adſtruxerint : 
nmſquam enim ſeriptum reperias Ex non extantibus;ant Erat quando non erat; 
accyſant quod per voces non-ſcriptas, pit tamen excogitatas, condemnati int, 
;,e. Though the Arrians made uſe of unwritten words themlſclves;z yet 
they accuſed their adverſaries for condemning them by unwritten words; 
meaning the 5ze#ney. But Chriſtophorſor tranſlates «inal, afferunt, and 
there ends the ſentence, and then makes a new ſentence. Prapropter ex 
non-ſcriptis vocibus,pit tamen excogitatis condemnati ſunt, By this wee lee, 
What neceſſity there is of ſearching your Citations in Antiquity, which 
you deliver with ſo much confidence, as though none had ever looked 
Into the Fathers but your ſelves. But I find you lo often tripping in your 
quotations, that where Bel/armine hath been uled by the Latin Iuterpreter, 
you very ſecurely follow him in itz as in another place mentioned in thi 
Chapter, where Chriſtophorſon renders & ir miqun 1121udmr, mandato lite- 
rarmm, which Bel/armine confidently cites, as importing Damaſus his power 
to ſummon the Conncil of Conſtantinople, than which nothing can be fur- 
ther from the meaning of thoſe words. Thus you ſee, how vain your at- 
tempt is, of proving that the Conncil of Nice grounded her definition on 
Tradition, as the Conncil of Trent did, which is directly contrary to the 
advice of Conſtantine, and the Proceedings of the Conncil, as his Lordſhip 
truly told you. To the ſecond concerning the conſent of the Church, 


you anſwer, That the like conſent of the Church-both is, and was, —_— Pro- 
teſt ant 
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teſtans firſt began. But, Will this reach to a Parity, if it were granted? fop 
his Lordſhip ſpeaks of the Conſent of the Church in all ages, from the py;. 
mitive and Apoſtolical times. I pray, prove your Maſs, Invocation of Saints, 
Worſhip of Images, Purgatory, &*c. by ſuch a Conſent as this, and then yoy 
may ſay, There is no ſuch diſparity between them : As to what you fur. 
ther add of the Council of Nice, condemning the Quartodecimani for he. 
reticks, 1 know not where you will find it, I am ture Conſtantine is far 
from laying fo in his Ep:ſtle perlwading to union asto that matter. Cannay 
the Conncil of Nice appoint time to celebrate Eaſter © or determine, that 
thoſe who come from Hereticks, thall not be rebaptized , but they muſt 
preſently condemn all who do otherwile, for Hereticks ? But you mult þe 
pardoned; you are proving a Parity between the Council of Nice and 
Trent, and you know you could not do that ſufficiently, unleſs they con- 
demned all diſtenters in any pundGilio, tor Hereticks, 

His Lordſhip further proves, That Trent could be no indifferent Council 
to the Church, the Pope having made himſelf a ſtrong party in it 5 becauſe there 
were more Italian Biſhops there, than of all Chriſtendom beſides ; yea more 
than double. For where the number of Prelates is expreſſed that had ſuf. 
frage and wote in that Council, the Ttalians are ſet down to be a hundred eighty 
ſeven, and all the reſt make but eighty three, ſo that there were more Ttalian 
Biſhops by a hundred and four, than of all the reſt of Chriſtendom + ſure ((aith 
he) the Pope did not mean to be over-reached in this Council, And what(j. 
ever became of his Infallibility otherwiſe, he might this way be ſure tobe 
Infallible in whatſocver he would have determined.And this without all doubt 
3s all the Infallibility he hath. To this you anſwer, That the Popes making a 
party, is diſproved by the very argument he brings to aſſert it viz.the multitude 
of Italian Prelates :, for, Who knows not that the Italians are more divided in 
point of Intereſt and Dependence,than in any other Nation of Chriſtendom, by 
reaſon of the many Soveraign Principalities and States, intowhich Italy is di- 
vided? But, Whar is this to the purpole, unleſs you could prove that 
the Ttaliar Prelates were ſo divided in point of Zztereſt and dependence ? 
Since therefore they have all their dependence on the Pgpe, and not on 
thoſe Principalities in which they live ; this evaſion, though very lleight, 
is yet the beſt your cauſe would bear. And the greater you fay , the 
zumber of Biſhopricks is in Ttaly, the more friends, I hope, the Pope mult 
make by diſpoſing them ; and, Could they do the Pope better ſervice, than 
to help him in this grand buſineſs at Trezt, whercin they ſought to outvy 
each other by promoting the Popes Intereſt. But not only the Proteſtants 
complained of this, but the Emperonr and other Princes, and all impartial 
men in Germany, France: nay, and in ſome part of Italy tov. But here 
his Lordſhip encounters an Objeftion of Bel/armine, viz. that in the 
Council of Nice there were as few Biſhops of the Weſt preſent, as were of the 
Eaſt at Trent, and manifeſtly ſhews the great diſparity between the 
the two Councils, 1. Becauſe it is not a meer diſparity in number which be 
inſiſts on, but with it the Popes carriage, to be ſure of a major part ; but 
neither the Greek Church in general, nor any Patriarch of the Eaſt, had any pri- 
vate intereſt to look to, in the Conncil at Nice. 2. It mas not ſo much a diſpari- 
ty between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops, but that there were ſo many more 
Italians and _ obnoxious to the Popes Power, than of all Germany , 
France,Spain,ard of al other parts of the Weſt beſides. 3.Even in the compariſon 
of thoſe two Councils, as to Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops,there is this remarkable 
difference,that Pope Sylveſter with 275. Biſhops confirmed the Council at Nice, 
but 
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but the Council at Trent was xever confirmed by any Conncil of Eaſtern Biſhops. 
To the two firſt of theſe you Anſwer with your beſt property, ſezce. 
Only you would fain per{wade ſome filly people (if there be any ſo weak 
in the world that enquire into ſuch things) That the Pope had 6 private 
inter!ſt at Trent, but what was common to him with other Biſhops, You 
ſhould have done well to have commended the excellency of an iz»plicite 
Faith, before you had uttered a thing fo contrary to the ſenſe of the whole 
Chriſtian World. To the third you confels, 7: 3s ſome diſparity, but n0- 
thing to the purpoſe, becauſe if the Pope himſelf had ratified them, the Conncil P. 37; 
would have had as much Authority as by that acceſſory Aſſembly. The more 
to blame was the Pope a great dea], tor putting ſo many Biſhops to ſo need- 
lefsa trouble. But you fay further, This Council was not held juſt at the 
ſame tine. But Binixs tells you, It was held atloon as might be, after the 7;».1.cox, 
notice of what was done at Nice; ſhew us the like of the Eaſtern Biſl.ops 0. 449- 
at any time, and we will not quarrel with you, becauſe it was not at the 
ſame time : Though theſe Anſwers may paſs for want of better, they 
come not near your laſt, which is a prodigious one, the ſenle of it being, 
That the Dofrine of Faith defined by the Council of Trent was more univer- 
ſally received in the Church, then that of the Conncil of Nice. For that of 
Trent, you ſay, was univerſally received by the whole Catholick Church, and ,... 
hath been more conſtantly held ever ſince ; whereas many Provinces, either in : 
whole or in part, deſerted the Faith defined at Nice, and embraced the Arrian 
Hereſie. It ſeems then, the twelve good Articles of Trext haye been more 
generally received by the Catholick Church, then the eternal exiſtence of 
the Son of God: and conſequently, that you are more bound to believe the 
Doctrine of Purgatory, or Tranſubſtantiation, then that the Son 3s of the 
ſame ſubſtance with the Father : For your grounds of Faith being reſolved 
into the Churches Tyfallibility, you cannot believe that which hath been 
ſo much queſtioned in the Church, fo firmly as that which hath been uni- 
verſally believed and conſtantly held. But the univerſal reception of the 
DoGrine of the Connril of Trent by the whole Catholick Church, is fo into- 
lerable a falſhood, that you would ſcarce have vented it, unleſs it were 
your delign to write for the Whetſtore. 
To 4.C's objection, That neither French, nor Spaniſh, nor Schiſpratical 
Greeks did agree with the Proteſtants in thoſe points which were defined by 
the Council, his Lordſhip Anſwers, That there can be no certainty, who did p. 16 
agree, and who not, ( or who might bave agreed before the Council ended) be- 
cauſe they were not admitted to a fair and free diſpute, And it may be too, ſome 
Derees would have been more favourable to them, had not the care of the Popes 
Intereſt made them ſowrer. Here you complain, of his Lordſhips falling 
again to his Surmizes, of the Biſhops beitrg over-awed by the Popes Authority 
in the Conncil 5 which you call az empty and injurious ſuſpicion, an unwor- 
thy accuſation, and arguing the want of Chriſtian charity. But uſually when jy; «5 
you ſtorm the moſt, you are the moſt guilty. For if you call this an 
empty ſuſpicion, &c. you charge many more with it belides his Lordſhip, 
and thole, the greateſt of your own Communion 3 what meant elſe, the 
frequent Proteſtations of the French and Spaniſh Ambaſſadours, in which 
they oftert declared, that as things were managed, the Council was nof 
Free What meant thoſe words of the Experonr Ferdinand, in his Letters 
tothe Legats and the Pope £ That the Liberty of the Council was impeached Hiſt. Council 
thiefly by three cauſes : one, becauſe every thing was firſt conſulted of at Rome : hay oboe 
anither, becauſe the Leeats had aſſumed to themſelves only the liberty of pro 
pole, 
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poſing, which ought to be common to all : the third, becauſe of the praftiſcs 
which ſore Prelats intereſted in the Greatneſs of the Court of Rome dc! zke, 
The French Ambaſſadour, Monſtenr de Lanjac writ to the King his 27. ſtor, 
That the Pope was ſo much Maſter of this Council, that hs Þ enſroners, wht {g- 
ever the Emperours or we doremonſtrate to them, wil! do but what they [;j, 
Several of the like nature might eaſily be produced, lo that it is not his 
Lordſhip only is guilty of this wart of charity (as you call it) bur all impar. 
tial ——_ who were moſt acquainted with the Af.rirs of that Connez/, 
Whoſe judgement is certainly much more to be taken then ſuch who haye 
ſworn to defend it, But you have an cxcellent Argument to prove the 
Council Free, becanſe the Biſhops of the Council continned in the Faith 414 
Do@rine of it as long as they lived, And had they not good rcaton ly to 
do, when they were ſworn before hand to detcnd the Pope, and having ſe. 
cured him from danger of reformation by the Conncil, and fublcribed the 
Decrees of it, they were as much bound to detend their own as. And 
although it is well enough known what practiles were uſed to bring ofthe 
French and Spaniſh Biſhops; yet when they were brought off, what a ſhame 
would it have been for them to haye revolted from their own $1bſcrizt;. 
os ? But what is this tothat General freedom which was defired by the 
Roman Catholick Frinces for Reformation of the Court of Rome, and DY Dro- 
teſtants both of the Court and Church? Was the Conncil any thing the 
more free, becauſe that party which met there continued in what they 
had done? Juſt, as if a part of a Common-Conncil ſhould ſuffer only ſuch 

erſons to come there whom they thought fit, and ſutier nothing to be de- 
baned, but what two or three of the leading men ſhould propourd. nd 
yet this be call'd a free Common-Council, becauſe they who were ot it, did 
after they had done, perfiſt in it ? And this1s all you have to plead tor 
the Freedom of the Council of Trent. 

Touching the Greek Church and the writings of the Patriarch Hieremias, 
it 1s to little purpoſe, to ſay, That they differ ſrow: us in ſeveral things, unlels 
you could prove, that they did agree with youinall. And if(asyouſay) 
they do condemn Proteſtantiſm, you cannot but know they do much more 
condemn Popery ; and that in ſome of the main Articles of it. And there- 
fore we have reaſon to believe,that you more dread a Free Conncil, where- 
in the Greek Churches may be admitted to equal votes with the Latiz, 
then the Froteſtarts do the judgement of the Greek Church. For it is fut- 
hiciently known, how much the Greeks agree with us in the oppolitwn to 
the great points of the Popes Supremacy, and the Infallibility of the Church 
of Rome; how far they are from the belief of Purgatory in your fenle, apd 
ſeveral other things which are contained in the Decrees of the Council of 
Trent : If the Patriarch Hieremia# did not in all things agree with the 
Lutheran Divines, doth it thence follow, that he would ſubſcribe to the 
Council of Trent ? But becauſe you pretend to give us a full account of the 
proccedings, between the Patriarch Hieremias, and the Lutheran Divines, 
we muſt a little further enquire into them. Youtell us then, That abowt . 
the end of the laſt Century, ſome eminent Proteſtants of the Lutheran party, en- 
deavoured to feel the pulſe of the Greek Church, to ſce if they could there find 
ary Symptoms of their own diſeaſe. The deſign was (you lay) to cloſe with 
the Greeks, for the better making out the pretended perpetual fucceſſion of their 
Church ; which Projet they ſo hotly purſued, though formerly in vain attempt- 
ed, that they would not deſiſt till the Patriarch being ſettled in his Throne, they 
had ſent him the ſum of their reformed belief, drawn up according to the - 
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guitan Confeſſion. After a long entercourſe of letters, anſwers, and replies 
mutually continued for ſome years, and all Arguments uſed that might induce 
the Patriarch to receive them into his communion, he could not be conrted to 
ſo much as the leaſt ſhew of approving their DoFrine : but did in all his An- 
ſwers clearly confirm the Tenets of the Roman Catholick, Church, which thoſe 
Lutherans endeavoured to overthrow, In-ſo much, that the Patriarch tyred 
with their importunity, gave them a rebuke for their departure from the Do- 
Frine of the Catholick Church, and deſired them not to trouble him any more 
with their writings. A very formal ſtory ! One would expect the next 
news ſhould have been, that the Patriarch had come to kils his Holineſ's 
feet, or at leaſt ſubſcribed to the Conncilof Trent, But all your ſtories out 
ofthe Eaſt have not ſo much truth as formality in them : witneſs one for 
all, that ſolemn /egation from Gabriel Patriarch of Alexandria, to Pope 
Clement 2, wherein an acknowledgement was made of the Popes Suprema- 
cy as Head of the Church; upon which, ſuch joy was conceived at Rome, that 
Bardnius unmeaſurably triumphs upon it, and ſayes,it tends as much to the 
joy of Catholicks, as to the confulion of Hereticks : and therefore hath 
very ſolemnly publiſhed the Legatioz it ſelf ; at the end of the ſixth Tome 
of his Annals ; but upon a furthcr examination of it, it was all found to 
be a meer fiction and 1mpoſture of one Barton, as both Thuanus and Tho- 
mas & Jeſu confeſs. But we muſt ſuppoſe no ſuch danger in this ſtory, for 
you tell us, Tor have it ſfom Spondanus, and he out of the writings of thoſe 


Proteſtants themſelves : but I much rather believe by the circumſtances of 


our (tory, that either you, or Spordans,had it from Socolovixs their viru- 
lene adverſary, who having clancularly procured a Copy of the Patriarchs 
Anſwer, he publiſhes it in Latiz with the title of Cexſura Orientalis Eccle- 
fe, and gives muchthe ſame account as you do here. In whichthere are 
two grand miſtakes, firſt, as to the deſggrr, which you lay, was to be admit- 
ted into Communion with the Greek Church : The ſecond, as to the event 
which you ſay was, That the Patriarch did not ſhew the leaſt approbation of 
their DoGrine, but did in all his Anſwers confirm the Tenets of the Roman 
Catholick Church, Both which, how notoriouſly falſe they are, will pre- 
ſently appear by a full account of the circumſtances of this affair, We 
muſt know then, that the news of the Lutherans appearing in Germany 
againſt the Fope being ſpread at Conſtantinople, great enquiry was made 
what their doCtrine was, and they were reprelented ( by whoſe arts one 
may eaſily gucſs) as men holding ſtrange opinions, denying the Divinity 
of Chriſt, &c. as appears by a letter lately publiſhed of a Divine about 
that time reſident in Conſtantinople ;, and withall, that they were defamed 
generally as perſons of no Religion at all, and of wicked and flagitions lives: 
upon this, thoſe German Divines ſend by Stephanus Gerlachins Chaplain to 
the Exeperours Embaſſadour, a Greek copy of the Auguſtan Confeſſion, Marti- 
1 Crus having before ſent a letter only of reſpect to the Patriarch Hie- 
remias; who by the means of Cantacuzenus was made Patriarch in the 
room of Aetrophanes, who was then depoled. Gerlachizs, as appears by 
aletter of his dated Afay 24. A. 1575. carries the copy of the Auguſtar 
Confeſſion to the Patriarch, who then had his Council about him, which 
with great joy and delight, he faith, he read in the preſence of them, and 
delivered it to be read to the Prieſts and Caloger: ; but five points he ſe- 
lected out of it to be further diſcuſſed, and when RR he waited 
Mm the Patriarch to know his judgement concerning it, Johannes Zygoma- 
hs, who was then the Rhetor — - kind of Charcel/orr to _ 
S tOLt 


uan, biſt: 


l. I14. ad oo. 


59s. 

Thom, a Jeſu 
de Converſe 
om, gent .l.7. 
<,6. p.364- 


H ottiager, 
Archaio/og. 
0710 if. Cap. 3- 


p. 69. 


P WTO TY | renee eo — 


Of the Council of Trent. Part II. 


A; ud Chytre. 
de ſtatu Eccl. 
Orient. p. 13%. 


Primum P1- 
triat, Reſp. 
per, 


told him, that having read it almoſt all over, they approved almoſt a}j 
except that about proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son, and uhleaveneg 
bread ; but he particularly deſired the Patriarch to return an Anfiyer to 
the Divines, who ſent it with his judgement upon it : and having ſpoken 
with the 2/etropolitan of Nice and others, they ſeemed very much pleafed 
with that Confeſſion, With the Patriarchs letter Johannes Zyeomalas 
writes to Martin Crufiys, and therein tells him, that though in all things 
the Patriarch did not aſlent to them ; yet it might be. evident to all 
wS © TIS AR&ITIASE C515 Ny EUVIERTIATY 09 1s 7 mMSEW; Tuu gut ef, that they did agree 11 the 
moſt important Articles of Chriſtian Faith; and that in other things they might 
eaſily agree, if they left the new and ſtrange cuſtoms and adhered to the Catho. 
lick Church with them, and there was the greater hopes of 1t #70» ovugy. 
V&r lan ml Tetofurt ens Pulns eye, 674 Ty 127* etToy KO n009, dd (43.90 £1274 wo 40m: - 
£3 wn To58 131918 awry our e915 x, mez3n6i mim, SINCE neither part adit aoree with the 
Biſhop of old Reme, or the Church which joynes with him, but both oppoſe the 
evil cuſtoms and abuſes which come by kim : which bears the ſame date with 
the Patriarchs firſt Anſwer to the Tubing Divines May 15. 1576. And the 
Patriarch in his letter heartily wiſhes an union and conjunition between them, 
From hence we may eaſily gather, how true both thoſe things were, ;z, 
That the intent of therr writing was,to be admitted into the communion of tle 
GreekChurch, and that the Patriarch did not in the leaſt approve their Dy. 
Frine, but confirmed the Tenets of the Roman Catholick, Church, But we 
muſt look further mto the writings themſelves, to ſee how far they agreed, 
and whercin they diflered. It appears then, that the Patriarch did pro- 
fels his conſent with them in theſe things; befides the Articles of the Creed, 
and the ſatisfattion of Chriſt , and other more general points, viz, That the 
Sacr ament was to be received in both kinds, that the uſe of marriage was nit 
tobe abſolnely forbidden the Clergy, though their cuſtom 1s, that they muſt 
be married bcfore they take Orders; belides the grand Articles of the 
Popes Supremacy, and the Roman Churches Infallibility 5 Doth he that joyns 
with them in theſe things not inthe leaſt approve their DcCtrine, but con- 
hrm the Texets of the Roman Catholick Church £ But withall, it muſt be 
confeſled, that belides that common Article of the Proceſſuon of the Spirit, 
wherein he diſputes moſt carneſtly ; there are five others, in which they 
diflented from each other. about Free will, juſtification by Faith, the number 
of Sacraments, Iruccation of Saints, and Monaſtick life, and about theſe 
the remaining diſputes were. In ſome of which it is catie to diſcern how 
far the right ſtate of the queſtion was from being apprehended, which 
the Lutheran Divines perceiving ſent him a larger and fuller explicatiou 
of their mind in a body of Divinity in Greek; but the Patriarch troubles 
coming on, Cantacuzenys depoling him too, and other bulinelles taking 
him feos his reſtauration, he breaks off the Conference between them. 
Bur although he differed from them in theſe things, yet he was tar enough 
from rebuking them for departing from the Roman CEkurch, although he 
was defirous they ſhould have joyned with them inthe approbaricn of 
ſuch things as were in ſe among themſelves. And in thoſe rhings in which 
heſeems to plead for ſome practiſes in ſe in the Roman Church, yet rhere 
are many confiderable circumſtances about them, whercin they Clitter 
from the Church of Rome, as hath been manifeſted by many others. As in 
the Article of Iroocation of Saints, the Patriarch ſaith, They do not properly 
Invocate Saints but God, for neither Peter wor Paul do hear ws, upon which 


ground it is impoſſible to maintain the Romiſh DoGrine of Invocation of 
Saints, 
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Saints, And in moſt of the other,the main difference lies in the want of 
atrue State of the Qneſtions between them. But is this any ſuch great 
matter of admiration,that the Patriarch upon the fir(t ſight of their co- 
faſten ſhould declare his diflent from them in thele things ? It is well 
enough known, how much Barbariſz: had crept into the Greek Church 

after their being ſubdued by the Tzrks,the means of Inſtru@ion being taken 

from them, ns it being very rare at that time to have any Sermons at all, 

in ſo much, that one of your Caloger; being more learned then the reſt, and 
preaching there in Lent, was thereby under great ſuſpicion, and at laſt 

was by the Patriarch himſelf ſent out of the way. It 1s therefore more to 

be wondered they ſhould preſerve ſo much of the Doctrine of Faith entire 
asthey have done, then that any corrupt practiſes ſhould prevail amongſt 
them. The moſt then, which you can make of the judgement of the Pa- 
triarch Hieremias, is, that in ſome things he was oppolite to the Proteſtants, 

asin others to the Church of Kowe. But what would you have ſaid, ifany 
Patriarch of Conſtantinople had declared his conſent fo tully with the Church 

of Rem, as the Patriarch Cyril did afterwards with the Proteſtants? who 
onthat account ſuffered ſo much by the practiſes of the Jeſzts, of whom 

he complains in his Epiſtle to Vterbogard. And although a Faction was Epiſt. Remonft, 
railed againſt him by Partherivs who ſucceeded him, yet another Parthe- #4*%: 
nix fucceeding him ſtood up in vindication of him. Since theretore ſuch 
different opinions have been among them about the preſent Controverſies 
of rhe Chriſtian world, and there being no declared Confeſſion of their 
Faith which is owned by the whole Greek Church, as to thele things ; there 
can be no confident pronouncing what their judgement is, as to all our 
diftcrences, till they have further declared themlelves. 
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Caae, I. 
Ofthe Infallibility of General Councils, 


How far this tends to the ending Controverſies, Two diſtin® Queſtions con- 
cerning the Infallibility , and Authority of General Comncils, The firſt 
entered upon, with the ſtate of the Queſtion. That there can be no certain- 
ty of faith that General Councils are infallible nor that the particular de- 
crees of any of them are ſo : which are largely proved, Pighius his Argu- 
ments againſt the Divine Inſtitution of General Councils. The places of 
Scripture conſidered, which are brought for the Churches infallibility, and 

that theſe cannot prove that General Councils are ſo; Matth. 18. 20. Aﬀs 

15. 28, particularly anſwered. The ſenſe of the Fathers in their high ex- 
preſſions of the decrees of Conncils. | No conſent of the Church as to their 
infallibility. The place of St. Auſtin about the amendment of former 
General Councils by latter,at large vindicated. No other places in $. Au- 
ſtin prove them infallible, but many to the contrary. General Councils 
cannot be infallible in the concluſion, if not in the uſe of the means, No ſuch 
infallibility without as immediate arevelation as the Prophets and Apoſtles 
had : taking Infallibility not for an abſolute unerring power, but ſuch as 
comes by a promiſe of Divine Ajſiſtawce preſerving ſrom errour, No obliga- 
tion 10 internal aſſent, but from immediate Divine Authority, Of the con- 
ſiſtency of Faith and reaſon in things propounded to be believed, The ſuit- 
ableneſs of the contrary Doetrine to the Romaniſts principles. 


RS2 F high pretences and large promiſes were the only things, 9. 1. 
g&2 which we ought to value any Chrch for, there were 
WS none comparable to the Church of Rome. For there 
ZZ can be nothing imagined amils in the Chriſtian world, 
*56Y but,if we believe the bills her Fa@oxrs ſetup, ſhe hath 
SEZ, an Infallible cure for it. Ifany enquire into the grounds 
SRIROP f r.110107, they tell us, that her teſtimony only can 
give them Infallible Certainty ;, if any are afraid of miſtaking in opinions, 
they have the only infallible Judge of Controverſces to go to 3, if any com- 

plain of the rents and diviſions of the Chriitian world, they have —_— 
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ble Councils either to prevent or heal them. Who then would not run 
into the boſom of ſuch a Church as this, with whom there is nothing bat 
what is Infalible £ Who but Scepticks, Hereticks, and Sckiſtaticks would 
keep out of her communion ? for what isthere, men can deſire more in a 
Church then ſhe hath,where every thing is fo Infalible £ Faith is Infallible 
Tradition Infallible, the Church Infallible, the Pope Infallible, General Coun. 
cils Infallible, and what not? But who are there that more cheat and 
deceive the world, then thole Monntebanks, who pretend to the moſt 1. 
fallible cures £ For,what is wanting in #r=th and reality muſt be helped our + 
with the greater confidence; and ſo we ſhall find it to be in thele Tyfalible 
pretenders, who fall ſhort in nothing more then where they lay the higheſt 
claim to Infallibility. Thus we have already maniteſted, that none haye 
more weakened Faith,then ſuch who have given out, that they only could 
make it Infallibly certain,none have brought more erronrs then that Church 
which arrogatcs to her ſelf, that ſhe is »fa//ible 3, it now remains, that we 
diſcover that nothing is further from promoting the Churches peace, then 
this preſent pretence of the Infallibility of General Councils. Fortheend- 
ing of Controverſies was the occaſion of this diſpute z but this difpute it (elf 
hath cauſed more. And will doo, as long as men delire to ſee reaſon tor 
what they do. For it cannot be expected, that men ſhould yicld their 
judgements up to the decrees of every ſuch combination of men as ſha} 
call it ſelf a General Conncil, unlels it be evidently proved, that it is impoſ: 
ſible they ſhould erre in thoſe decrees. Where there be no other wayes 
found out for the ending ſome great Controverſies of th2 Church, but by a 
free and General l__—_ all wile men will value the Churches peace ſofar 
as not to oppoſe the determinations of it; it being the higheſt Court of 4p- 
peal which the Church hath, Bur there is a great deal of difference be- 
tween a ſubmiſſion for peace ſake, in thoſe things which are not contrary 
to the Fundamentals of Faith, and the aflent of the mind to all the Decrees 
of ſuch a Council as in themſelves are Tfallible, For, fuppoſmg them ſub- 
je toerrour, yet if that errour be not ſuch as doth over-weigh the peace 
of the Church, the autherity of it may be ſo great as to bind mcntoa fub- 
miſſion to them. But where they challenge an 7nternal aſſert by vertue 
of ſuch decrees,there muſt be firſt proved an i»zpoſſebility of erring in them, 
before any can look on themſelves as obliged to give it. And while men 
contend about this, that which was mainly aimed at, 1s loſt by theſe con- 
tentions, which is the Unity and Peace of the Church. For it isa moſt fond 
and unreaſonable thing, to ſuppoſe, there may not be as great diviſions in 
the world, about the wayes to end Cortroverſres as any other. Nay itis 
apparent, that the greateſt Controverſies this day in the Chriſtian world 
are upon this Subject. It is not therefore any high challenge of Trfalli- 
bility in any Perſon or Conncil which muſt put an end to Controverſies; for 
nothing but truth and reaſon can ever doit, and the more men pretend to 
unreaſonable wayes of deciding them, inſtead of ending ore they beget 
mary. For the higher the pretences are,the more all wiſe men are apt to 
ſuſpect them, and to require the more clear and pregnant evidence for 
what they ſay ; and if they fail in that, they have realon to queſtion their 
Trtegrity much more then if they had contented themſelves with more mo- 
derateclaims. For it is not ſaying Comncils are infallible, will make men 
yield the ſooner to their determinations, unleſs you firſt convince their 
realon by proving that they are ſo. But if you aim at nothing but the 


Churches peace,you might ſave your ſelves this labour 3 perſwade men = 
mee 
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meek and humble, ſober and rational, and I dare promiſe you the Church 
ſhall be more at quiet.than if you could prove all the Coxncils in the world 
ro be Infallible. For, will that ever put a ſtop to the contentious Spirits 
of men? will thatalter their cempers, or make them delight inthoſe things 
which arc contrary to them ? No, you only offer to apply that Phyſick to 
the foreheads of men which ſhould be taken imwards ; if you would en- 
deavour to promote true piety and a Chriſtian Spirit in the world, that 
would tend more to the Churches peace then all your conteſts about the 

Infallibility of General Councils, But fince you are refolved to contend, the 
' nature of my task requires me to follow you, which [ ſhall more chearful- 
ly do, becauſe,in pretence at leaſt, it is for peace ſake. 

This is then the firſt of thoſe particular Controverttes which this laſt 
part is deſigned for the handling of, and which in the conſequence of it, 
brings in many of thoſe particular errowrs, which we charge your Church 
with. In handling of which,I muſt (as I have hitherto done) confinemy 
ſelf ro thoſe limes you have drawn for me to direct my courſe by. Onl 
in this firſt,to prevent that confuſion and tediouſneſs which your diſcourſe 
is [ubject to, I find it neceliary to alter the method ſomewhat. For there 
being two diſtin&t @eſtions treated of, viz. Whether General Councils be 
Ifallible and ſfuppotng them not infallible, How far they are to be ſubmit- 
ted to? You have intermixed theſe two ſo together, that it will cafily 
puzzle the Reader to ſee which of them it is you diſcourſe of: And al- 
though I muſt confeſs his Lordſhip hath gone before you init, as his occa- 
ſion of entring into 1t required, yet now the points coming to be more 
tully examined, it will be the moſt natural and eafte method to handle 
them apart. and tobegin firſt with that of Ifalzbzhity; tor the other ſup- 
pling the denial of it, it ought to follow the reaſons which are given for 
that denial. But although I thus tranſpoſe your method, I afſfure you 
it isnot with an intention to skip over any thing material, but I ſhall rea- 
dily relume the debate of it 1n 1ts proper place. In your entrance into 
this diſpute, you give us very little hopes of any great advantage is like to 
come by it, becauſe, upon your principles, it is impoſſible we ſhould agree 
zbour the requiſitesto a Ge#eral Connctt;, tor his Lordſhip wiſhing that 
lawful General Council were called to end Controverſies, you preſently fay, P. 1:2, 
4 pure one tobe ſure, if according to his wiſh. Yes, too pure a great deal for 
you, to be willing tobe tryed by. And when his Lordfhip profeffes, That *:249- 
an eaſie General General Council ſhall ſatisfie him, that is lawfully called, con- 
tinued, and ended according to the ſame courſe, and under the ſame conditions, 
which General Councils obſerved in the Primitive Charch : You lay, 1t js tov 
general to be Ingennows : you mean, ſuch a Council would be too Gemeral 

for your purpoſe ; for, youare refolved in your following words, zot to 
yield to ſuch a Conncil wherein ail excommunicate Biſhops, Hereticks and 
Schiſmaticks are not excluded; which is,in ſhort,to tel} us,You are reſolved 
to account none Gereral Conncils, but fuch as are wholly of your own par- 
y, in which the Pope ſhall fit as Judge, Who are admitred, and Who not 3 

though this be as contrary to ſenſe and reaſon, as It is tothe practice of the 
Prinzitive Church, in thoſe Conneils which were then called. In which 1 
have already proved, that the Pope did not fit as Preſident. And, ag long 
3s you hold to fuch unreaſonable conditions, it evidently appears, That 
your diſcourſes of Gereral Conneils, are meerly delxſory ; and, to uſe your 
own words, Sueb a General Conncil as you wonld have, is a meer nothing (as 
toa general and free Council), an empty name to ane filly people with ; 
or, 
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for, you require ſuch conditions in order toit, as are deſtruCtive both tg 
the freedom, and Being of a Gemeral Council, If therefore it be true 
which you ſay, That morally ſpeaking ſuch a General Council, as Proteſtant 
would have, is impoſſible to be had ;, it is much more true, that ſuch a Ge. 
zeral Conncil as you would have, it is moſt unreaſonable we ſhould ſwbmit 
to. For, as long as you condemn all other Biſhops, but thoſe of your 
own, Ckurchfor out-laws, and deſertors of the Catholick Church ;, and giveyg 
other reaſon for it, but becauſe you ſay ſo; wethereby ſee, How ablolute- 
ly averſe you are from any Free Conncil, and that without any ſhew of ju- 
ice, youcondemn all others but your ſelves, without ſuffering them to 
plead tor themſelves in an Indifferent Council, where both parties may be 
equally heard. But it was wiſely faid of Pope Clement 7. that Generg! 
Councils are very dangerous, when the Popes Authority is called in Queſtion ; 
and this you know well enough; tor, if a Free Council were held, the Pope 
himſelf might be found with his party to be the greateſt out-laws and de- 
ſertors of the truly Catholick, Church. But in ſach pack'd Conncils, where 
the Pope ſits as Preſident, and orders all by lis Legats, I ſhall defire you 
once more to ruminate over your own words ; What Rebel would ever be 
found criminal, if he might be allowed to be his own Judge £ But of ſuch a 
kind of Conricil as you weuld have, I have ſpoken fuffciently in the prece- 
dent chapter. That which we are now. upon, 1s rot the Hypotheſes, but 
the Theſss, in which we are to enquire, Whether ſuch a General Council as 
you ſuppoſe, be Tnfal/ible or no © His Lordſhip maintains the negative, and 
you the affirmative. Your Opinion then is, That the Decrees of a General 
Council confirmed by the Pope, are Infallible, and that the holding of this, is 
a piece of Catholick Faith ;, and that it ſecures all the members of the Church 
from erring in any matter of Faith, For you lay, 1t is not de tide, that the 
Pope without a Council is Infallible ; but that Pope and Council together are In- 
fal/ible, you all along above alert to be ſo; and that the Decrees of Gene- 
ral Conncils fall nothing ſhort in point of certainty of the Scripture it ſelf; antl 
that the contrary opinion does atually expoſe and abandon all the adherentsto 
it, to anunevitable wavering and uncertainty in Faith, Theſe are your 
own words, in ſeveral places which I have laid together, the better to 
diſcern the ſtate of the Q»eſtion. The main thing then whereon the uſe 
of General Councils depends being, that this muſt be belicved to be de fide, 
in order to the certainty of mens Faith, and prevention. of errours ; that 1 
may the better ſhew, how infigntticant all this pretext of the rfallibility 
of General Conncils,js, I ſhall firſt prove from your own principles, that this 
cannot be de fide, and then examine the grounds you infiſt on for the proof 
of their 1fallibility. 

I begin with the Firſt, which will ſufficiently demonſtrate, to how little 
purpoſe you talk of this Izfallibility of Councils, tor preventing uncertainty 
of Faith, when you cannot have any certainty of Faith at all as to that prin- 
ciple which muſt prevent it. For, ſuppoſing that really General Conncils 
are Infallible, if you cannot give me any reaſons to believe that they are 
ſo, their Decrees can have no power over my underſtanding, to oblige me 
to aſſent tothem. And fince you fay, this principle muſt be held defide, 
if there be no foundation at all for ſuch an aſſert of Faithto it, I muſt needs 
be ##certain, whatever the Decrees of thoſe Connc;/s be upon your own 
principles. If you require an aſlent tothe Decrees of Conncils as Infallible, 
there muſt be an antecedent aflent to thisPropofition, That whatſoever Coun- 
cils decree, is Infallible : As1 cannot aſſent to any thing as Infalible, which 

is 
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is contained in Scriptare, unleſs I firſt aſſent to this, That the Scripture 7+ 
ſelf is Infallible, It therefore prove from your own principles, that none 
can have an aflent of Faith to this Propoſition, That whatever General Coun- 
cils decree, js Tnfallible, then all your diſcourſe comes to nothing, and men 
can have no more certainty by their Decrees, than if they were not Infal- 
lible. And this I ſhall prove by thele things; 1. That you can have n0 cer- 
tainty of Faith (I muſt uſe your own terms.) That the Decrees of General 
Conncils in the general are Infallible, 2. That you can have no ſuch certainty as 
tothe Decrees of any General Council in particular. 

' 1. That you cannot in the general have any certainty of F aith as to the Infal- 
libility of General Councils, For, 1x. What Infallible Teſtimony have you 
for this, without which, you ſay, No certainty of Faith 1s to be had ? It is 
not enough tor you to fay, That the Teſtimonies of Scripture you produce, 
are an infallible Teſtimony tor it : for that were to make the Scripture the 
ſole Jzdge of this great Controverſie, which you deny to be the ſole Judge of 
any : And we mult conlider this as a preſent Cortroverſee, which divides 
the Church, Whether General Conncils be Infallible or 0; In order to the 
ending which Controverſic, we deſire you to afſign the way to it; for, 
you tell us, you have the only Izfallible Way of putting an end to Contro- 
verſies, Shew us therefore, which way this muſt be ended in the firſt 

lace ? Not by Scripture, for that were tocome wholly over tous; and if 
it may decide this Controverlie, it may as well all others. Who muſt then? 
The Pope # That cannot be, for we are not bound to believe him Defallible, 
but only with a Gemeral Conncil, as you tell us often. Muſt every one 
judge it by his reaſo: £ No, this is the private Spirit, and would leave all 
to xncertainties, What then muſt doit* the Pope and Council together ? 
But that is it we are cnquiring for, Whether we are to believe Pope and 
Council, or no : And then the reaſon 1s, we mult believe them, becauſe 
they ſay ſo, And, Can any thing be more ridiculous, than for you to de- 
ny that the Scriptures are to be believed for themſelves, and to aflert, that 
the Fope and Conncil are tobe believed for themlelves? If the Pope and 
Council then ſhould declare their Decrees Infa!lible, On what account are 
we bound to belicve them to be lo 2 You have found it then an excellent 
way for ending all other Controverſces that are fo far to ſeek for ending 
this which you cannot potlibly do, without renouncing ſome of your 
principles, or an apparent contradiction. But befides this, 2. Your very 
manner of allerting the Infallibility of Gereral Conncils, deſtroyes all cer- 
tainty of Faith concerning it. For, you ſay, That Conncils are not In- 
fallible, unleſs they be confirmed by the Pope : which, tothe apprehenſion 
of any reaſonable man, is, that they are not in and of themſelves Infallible, 
but by vertue of the Popes confirmation. And therefore to ſay that Conn- 
cils are Infallible, and then make that Irfalibility depend upon the Popes 
Confirmation, is meerly deluſory : for, you may as well ſay, that the 
Pope and Provincial Councils are Tnfallible. For , Doth the Decree re- 
vc any 1tfallibility from the Council, or not ? It it doth, then the De- 
cree is Infallible, whether the Pope contirm it or no : If it doth not, then 
the Infallibility is wholly in the Pope - And he may as well make a Pro- 
vincial Council Infallible, as a General, But, ſuppole it be fome promiſe 
which helps the Pope in a General Council, which doth not in a leſſer 
( though there be no realon for that, for he is Head of the Church in one 
a5well as in the other) yet you cannot have any certainty of Faith, that 
the Conncil is Inf allible. For, you lay, The Popes Confirmation is _ 
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fary to make it T»falible, but that the Pope may infaltbly confirm the 
Council is no matier of Faith, and therefore the Infallibility of the Connci! 
can be none. For'if the Conncils Infallibility depend on the Popes Confir- 
mation, you can have no greater certainty of the Councils Infall;bility , 
then you have that the Pope will infal/zbly confirm it : But you can have 
no certainty of Faith, that the Pope will 'infallibly contirm the Con. 
cil ; therefore neither can you have any of the Conne2ls Infallibility. The 
allumption depends upon this, that you acknowledge you can have ng 
certainty of Faith, that the Pope is Infallible, but whcn he decrees in x 
General Council.,z, e, that the Decrees ky Pope and Conncil are Infallible. Bux 
you can have no certainty, that the Pope in the Act of confirming them, is 
Tefallible ; for if to, you might aſlert it de fide, that the Pop? without x 
Conncil, is Infallible. For his Act of Confirmation is diltinct from that 74. 
fallibility which lyes in the Decrees, which have paſſed both Pope and 
Council, So that it the Iyfallibility of Councils lyes wholly in the Pope, 
Confirmation, and you can have no certainty of Faith of the Popes Tnfal- 
hibility, you can have no certainty of Faith of the Irfallibility of Gemer, 

Councils, 

But, ſuppoſe we ſhould grant, that you might 1n gereral be certain of 
the Tnfallibility of General Councils, when we come to inſtance in any ore 
ofthem, you can have no certainty of Faith, as to the I»fallibility of the 
Decrees of it. For you can have no ſuch certainty, that this was a lawful 
General Council, that it paſſed ſuch Decrees, that it proceeded lawfully in paſ: 
ſing them, and that this is the certain meaning of them: and yet all theſe 
are neceſlary in order to the believing thoſe Decrees to be Infallible, with 
ſuch a Faith as you call Divine, 

I. Toucan have no certainty of Faith, that this was a lawful General Conn- 
cil;, for that depends upon ſuch things which you cannot fay are de fide, 
as, that the Biſhops in the Conncil, are lawful Biſhops,that the Tope who con- 
firms them is a lawful Pope; for, by your own cxplication afterwards of 
your Dodrine, concerning the intention of the Prieſt, you lay, it can be but 
a moral certainty, and that, you contend elſewhere, can be no ground for 
a Divine Faith, Beſides, you can have no more certainty, that is a ln- 

ful Council, whole Decrees you aftent to, than you have, that tho: 
Biſhops who are excluded, are Hereticks or Schiſmaticks; but, Can youbs 
certain of that with Divine Faith £ and, Whereon is that Faith built ? 

2. You can have no ſuch kind of certainty,of what Decrees were paſled 
by them, and whether thoſe Decrees were at all confirmed by the Pope or 
no? For Bellarmin contelleth, No other certainty can be bad. of that, than 
that wherchy we believe there were ſuch perſons as Cicero, or Julius Czfar; 
an condemns Vega for ſaying,The certainty of it depends upon the definitions 
of the Council it ſelf. Now this at the beſt, being but a kamare or moral 
certainty , you muſt contradict your felf, if you &r. That a Divine Faith 
may be built upon 1t. 

3. What certainty can you have, that may be a ground for Faith, that 
the Council hath proceeded lawfully; for, in caſe he doth not, your own 
Authours fay, It may not be 1»fa/lzble : For fo Bellarmin anſwers in the 
cale of the Council of Chalcedon, Concilium legitimum poſſe errare in his que 
non legitim? agit, that a lawſul Conncil may erre, in caſe it doth wot proceed 
lawfully, Now, Who can aſſure one, that there have beenno pradices at 
all uſed to bring off ſome men to give their Votes with them? It is hard 
to conceive ſuch a body of men, wherein ſome few do not {way and go- 
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yern all the reſt, and in that caſe, Can any one ſay, that it was the Spirit 
of God which governed the Conncil ? Eſpecially if one Preſige in the Council, 
who hath authority and power above all the reſt, and that others in the 
Council have any dependence on him; Who can then expett that freedom 
which is requiſite to a Gereral Council? The Councils of Ariminum and 
Seleucia, are condemned; becauſe, though there were a very great num- 
ber of Biſhops, yet ſome out-witted all the reſt, and, by their ſubtiley, 
brought them to ſubſcribe that confeſſion of Faith, which Pope Liberins af- 
terwards confirmed by his own ſbſcriptief##. And if ſo great a Council as 
this, muſt be reprobated on that account 5 Why not all others, where there 
are ſuſpicions of the ſame arts and ſubtiltics ? Nay, How cat a man be 


ſure there have not been ſuch arts uſed in Councils 2 for it is not to be ex- , 


petted, that ſuch things ſhould be much known to the world, they being 
rivately managed with the greateſt ſecrecy that may be. And yet it is 
inthis caſe neceſlary to know, that the Comncil proceeded with all impli- 
city and plainnefs, for otherwile their determinations may not be Infallible, 
In order to which nothing is more requiſite than that there be no one, 
which hath any great Anthority over them : For if the ſecond Conncil of 
Epheſus, lawfully ſummoned, and the Popes Legats being preſent, be there- 
fore rejected, becauſe Dioſcorws the Patriarch of Alexandria did over-rule 
the reſt ; What aflurance can we have of any fair dealing, where the Pope 
himſelf preſides, who hath more waics bothito terrifie and oblige, than ever 
Dioſcor#s could have ? Beſides, ſet aſide this over-awing by ſome potent 
ps ſuppoſe ſome aCtive and ſubtil men perceiving how things are 
ike togo 1na Corncil, uſe their wits to bring off ſome men, not of ſo deep 
reach as others, to their own party, and'it may be by the acceſſron of a ſmall 
number, they over-vote the reſt ; Muſt we preſently fay, That the Spirit 
of God went off with thoſe few men to the other party © for the Decrees of 
Conncils going by Yotes, and thoſe Votes by the major part; Who doth not 
ſee, how ww itis (when it ſtands, it may be, upon a few Votes) to fetch 
off a number to the other ſide. And I do not know, where the Spirit of 
God hath promiſed, that where three or four ex may ſo much alter the 
Decrees of a General Council, thoſe Decrees, if they-pals the major part, 
ſhall be 7»fallible, and as certain as the Scripture. To be ſure then, there 
ought to be great confidence of the ſimplicity of the Councils proceedings 
where a man mult aſſert to them as Ifallible : and to that end men muſt 
be aſlured that they came thither without any prejxdice upon their minds; 
that when they were there, they ſought nothing but the 7r»th and the Ho- 
xour of Chriſt; or elſe, to be ſure, they are not gathered in his name, and if 
not ſo, they cannot expe heſbould be in the midſt of them. Now let any 
one who underſtands the world, and humane nature,ſce if he can perſwade 
himſelf, that a Conneil can have no prejudices or by-ends upon them, that 
nothing of z#tereſt and reputation, may ſway upon them when they are 
met there, that there ſhall be no heats or contentions among them 3 tor if 
there be, let him then ſee, Whether he can believe them to be Infallible 2 
If you ſay, In a matter ſo highly concerning the Church, the Spirit of God will 
not ſuffer them to erre : You mult firſt ſhew,where the Spirit of God hath 
promiſed this ; and then, if you could, that thoſe promiſes do not ſuppoſe 
the performance of ſome conditions, which if they neglect, they may want 
the effet of them. In which caſe,there can be no greater aſlurance of the 
Pirit's preſence,than there is of performance of the conditions, which is the 
thing I now aim at. Beſides = which, we have-known, that mw — 
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hath beena matter of as great concernment to the Church, as any of thoſe 
you can fancy, great numbers of Biſhops at Sirmium, Selexcia, Arininu, 
Epheſus, have miſcarried, and decreed that which hath been judged Here. 
fe by the Church, | 
4. Suppoſe men could be aſlured of the proceedings of the Council, yer 
what certainty of Faith can be had of the meaning of thoſe decrees e for 
we ſee they are as lyable to many interpretations as any other writings, 
If the Scriptures cannot put an end to Controverſies on that account, how 
can General Councils do 1t > when their decrees areas lyable toa private 
ſenſe and wrong interpretation as the Scriptures are : Nay much more, for 
we have many other places to compare, the help of origizal tongues, and 
the conſent of the Primitive Church to underſtand Scriptzres by : when the 
* Decrees of Councils are many times anal framed in general terms, and 
with ambiguous expreſſions to give fatisfaCtion to ſome diſlenting parties 
then in the Conical, Who knows not, what diſputes have been raiſed 
about- the ſenſe of ſome of the Decrees of the Council of Trent ? aboun 
which the ſeveral parties neither are, nor are like to be, agreed. Nay, 
Who is ſo unacquainted with the proceedings of that Council, as not to 
underſtand how much care was taken In many of the decrees to paſs them 
in ſuch general terms, that each party might find their ſenſe in them. How 
fearful were they of declaring themſelves, for fear of diſobliging a parti- 
cular party ? and are theſe the cffects of an Infal/ible Spirit * Since we 
know it hath been thus in ſome Conmcils, Who dares venture his faith, it 
hath not been ſo in others 2 Who dare be confident, this or that is the 
meaning of ſuch a Decree,when it may be capable of leveral ſenſes? Wax it 
a fign, that Conncil was Infallible, that was atraid to ſpeak out in a cafe of 
great conſequence and neceſlity in the Church? the Conncil of Tren, 
mean, in determining, That due honour be given to Images, without aflign- 
ing what that due honour was, which was the moſt needful of all to be 
done, If the Decrecs of Councils were not ambiguows, what mean fo many 
—_— ſtill about them asare in the world ? And when at laſt, you fay, 
at the Councils are Infallible when the Pope confirms them, you fay no- 
thing more then if we ſhould ſay, That Councils are Infallible when $tri- 
pture confirms them. Nay, you ſay nothing near ſo much ; for all are 
agreed, that Scriptures are Infallible, but many among your ſelves arefar 
from believing, that the Pope is Infallible. And therefore we are much 
nearer ending Controverſies, in ſaying, Councils confirmed by Scripture are 
allible, than you are in ſaying, Councils confirmed by the Pope are ſo, 
$. 5. Theſe things being thus in the Gezeral premiſed, we come now to the 
particular handling this Controverſie between his _— and you. And 
for the greater clearneſs of proceeding, he premiſes ſome things by way of 
conſideration 3 whereof the firſt is, That all the power an Oecumenical 
P.228 ſelt-33- Conncil hath to determine, and all the aſſiſtance it hath, not to err in that de- 
termination, is all from the Univerſal Body of the Church, whoſe repreſentative 
it s. For the Government of the Church being not Monarchical, but 4s Chriſt 
i head, this principle is inviolabh in nature ; Every body colleFive, that re- 
prefents, receives power and priviledges, from the body which is repreſented, 
elſe a repreſentation might have force without the thing it repreſents ; which 
cannot be, So there is no power in the Conncil, no aſſiſtance to it, but what i1 i 
and totheChurch, But withall his Lordſhip adds, That the repreſentative 
body cannot be ſo free from errour gs the whole Church, becauſe im all juch ofſent- 
blies many able and ſufficient men being left ont, they which are preſent as 
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wif or miſapply that reaſon and ground upon which the deter mination is prin- 
chpally to ret. By which means the repreſentative body may err, whereas the 
repreſented, by vertue of < o members which ſaw and knew the ground, may 
bold the principle inviolated, All the Anſwer which you return to this, is, | 
That his Copefiien of the Churches not being Monarchiral, is confuted already, 244 
(and I fay, whatever you have produced is Anſwered already) ard that 
the power and aſſiſtance of General Councils cannot poſſibly be communicated to 
them by the Church, but muſt proceed from the ſame fountaiu now, it did in the 
Apoſtles time, viz. the direFion of the Holy Ghoſt 5 this ſpiritual power not 
being of humane, but divine Inſtitution ; and not proceeding ſo much fron 
the abilities of the perſons, as from the co-operation of the Holy Spirit with 
them, To which [ reply, that all this had need be more then thus barely 
aſlerted :it being confeſled by your ſelves (as his Lordſhip ſhews) that a 
General Conncil-18 a repreſentative of the whole Church, you ought to have 
ſhewed us the Divine Inſtitution of this Repreſentative, and the promiſes 
made toit under that notion, or elſe we may till fay with his Lordſhip, 
That all the power and aſliſtance it hath, is y vertue of that body which 
it repreſents. But I need not in this urge the Arguments of Proteſtants 
againſt you 3 for in this, as in moſt other Controverſies, we have e 
from thoſe of your own party to oppole againſt theſe affirmations of yours, 
For Albertus Pighins not only aflerts, but proves, that General Councils are, . 
not of divine, but humane inſtitution, ariſing from a diate of right reaſon; ; ket og 
that matters of doubt nray be better debated by many prudent and experienced : 
perſons then by a few. So that as the ſupream authority for adminiſtration of 
ox gt belongs to one, ſo it is moſt agreeable to right reaſon, that debates ſhould 
e by many, This he proves at large, that nothing but hamane reaſor is the 
foundation of Cowncils in the Church; for, ſaith he, In Scripturis Canonicis 
' nullum de iis verbum eſt 5, nec ex Apoſtolorum inſtitutione, ſpeciale quic 
deillis accepit illa primitiva Chriſti Eccleſia, There is not a word of them in 
Scripture, neither did the primitive Church receive azy particular order fiom 
' the Apoſiles concerning them : which he from thence proves, becauſe in all 
the time of the pramritive Church till the Nicene Council, there is no menti- 
on at all of them. And at that time it did not receive any zew revelation 
concerning the celebrating General Councils,but the Emperonr Conſtantines 
zeal for the peace of the Church was the firſt cauſe and original of them. 
From whence he concludes that they have no ſupernatural or divine 1:- 
flitution, ſed prorſus humanam, but altogether humane : for they arc, faith 
he, The invention of Conſtantine ſometimes uſeful, but not at all neceſſary, 
This man ſpeaks intelligibly, and not like thoſe who jumble Pope and 
Council together to make ſomething Ifallible between them. For he 
| ayes, It is the better way by far to go immediately to the Apoſtolical See and 
| conſult that, as the Lrfallble Oracle,iz all doubts of Faith. And very honeſt- 
| ly tells us, That he believes Conſtantine was ignorant of that priviledge of 
MW the Holy See, when he firſt inſtituted General Councils, Than which nothing 
could be ſpoken truer. If you have then nothing more to ſay for the 
Divine Ioſbitution of General Councils, then what you have acquainted us 
with, it would be much more wiſedom in you to contend with Pighius 
for the Popes Infalibility, and let that of General Councils (hitt for it felf. 
His Lordſhips ſecond Confideration you admit of, 2i2. That though the 9, 6. 
AF which is hammered out by many together, muſt needs be perfe#er, then that 
which is but the child of one mans ſufficiency ; yet this cannot be Infallible, wn- 
lf it be from ſame ſpetial aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, Therefore omitting 
your 
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your very impertinent addition to this conſideration, viz. So 4s to make 
its Decrees Infallible, (which is the thing in queſtion) : We proceed to 
the third 3 which is, That the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt is without errour, 
which (ſaith he ) is no queſtion, and as little that a Council hath it, yt 
the doubt that troubles, is, whether all aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt be afforded 
in ſuch a high manner, as to cauſe all the definitions of a Council in matters 
fundamental in the Faith, and in remote deduftions from it, to be alike Infal. 
/;iblk. Fromthis laſt expreſſion you would very fubtilly infer contrary to 
his Lordſhips deſign, That he granted General Conncils to be Infallible ig 
deduFions, as well as fundamentals, but not to be alike Infallible : wheregz 
it is plain,his Lordſhip means no more by alike Infallible,then,Whether the 
aſſiſtance be alike in both to make them Ivfallible, And this you might 
eaſily perceive, but it would have prevented your cavil about a graduated 
Infallibility ; which I know none a{lert but your ſelf. This Confideration 
brings on the main of the battel, in thoſe texts of Scripture, which are 
moſt inſiſted on to prove the Infallibility of General Conncils, viz. John 
16. 13. Twill ſend you the Spirit of Truth and he ſhall lead you into all Truth, 
John 14. 16. This Spirit ſhall abide with you for ever. Matth. 28. 20. Behold 
Tam with you to the end of the world. Matth. 16. 18. The founding of the 
Church upon the Rock againſt which the gates of hell ſhall not prevail. Luke 
22. 32. Chriſt s prayer. for $t, Peter, that his Faith ſhould not fail. Matth, 
18. 20. Where twoor three are gathered together in my Name, Twill be in the 
midſt of therr. Aﬀts 15.28. It ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt,and tows. All 
which places (except the two laſt) bave been already exammed as far as 
concerns any promiſe of Tnfallibility in the queſtions concerning the 
Charches and the Popes Infallibility : and there being vo reaſon at all given, 
why any Trfallibility at all is promiſed by them to the Church after the , 
Apoſtles times, it may ſ{cem wholly needleſs to beſtow a particular conſi- 
deration again upon all of them. For it is evident in thoſe places,all 
your drift and detign, is only to prove a promiſe of 7fallibility in the 
Church, and to the Conncils only by vertue of that. But having at large 
before ſhewed, that noſuch thing can be inferred from theſe or any other 
places, that which is built upon it, 1s wholly taken away too. For the 
only pretence that you have, why Councils ſhould be proved hence [n- 
fallible, is, becauſe the Church hath Tnfallibility promiſed by thelſe rexts, 
which muſt be very well proved, and much better then you have done, 
either here, or elſewhere, before the other can be deduced from hence. 
And yet ſuppoſing I ſhould grant, that Infallibility was promiſed to the 
Church, I ſee no ſuch necellary conſequence from thence, that General 
Councils muſt be Izfallible : unleſs you can prove from Scripture, that the 
Iifallibility of the Church is meant of the Church repreſentative and not 
diffuſrve; which is a new task which you have not yet undertaken. Far 
it 15 not enough to ſay, That the body of the Church is bound to believe and 
profeſ#the dorine taught by the repreſentative,and therefore the repreſentative 
muſt be T#fallible, unleſs you could firſt prove, that there tis a neceſſity of 
ſome continued Infallible teaching by the Church repreſentative : which I 
deſpair of ever ſeeing done. I am fo far therefore from thinking as = 
do, That theſe texts are ſufficiently clear in themſelves to prove the Tnfallibili- 
ty of General Councils, that I believe a Philoſopher might hear them repeat- 
ed a hundred times over without ever imagining any ſuch thing as a Gere- 
ral Council, much leſs concluding thence, that they are Infallible. But 
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he faith, That no one of them doth infer, much leſs inforce Infallibility ; from 
whence you not infer but inforce this conſequence, that he was loath to ſay 
all of them together did not ;, | ſhall therefore give you his Lordſhips An- 
fer from all of them together. Which is likewile fuffcient for every one 
ofthem. And for all the places together, ſaith he, weigh them with indiffer- 
ency, and either they ſpeak of the Church (including the Apoſtles ) as all of thews 
do; and then all grant the voyce of the Church is Gods voyce Divine and In- 
fallible. Or elſe they are general unlimited, and appliable to private aſſemblies 
4s well as General Councils, which none grant to be Infallible, but ſome mad 
Enthuſtaſts. Or elſe they are limited,not ſimply to all truth, but all neceſſary to 
fakoation +, in which T ſhall eaſily grant a General Council cannot err, ſuffering 
it ſelf to be led by this Spirit of Truth in Scripture, and not taking upon it to 
lead both the Scripture and the Spirit. For, ſuppoſe theſe places or any other 
did promiſe aiſiſtance even to Infallibility, yet they granted it not to every 
General Council, but to the Catholick body of the Church it ſelf, and if it be in 
the whol» Church principally, then is it in a General Council but by conſequent, 
as the Conncil repreſents the whole. And that which belongs to a thing by 
conſequent. cloth not otherwiſe, nor longer, belong unto it, then it conſents and 
cleaves to that, upon which it is a conſequent, And therefore a General Coun- 
cul hath not this aſſiſtance, but as it keeps to the whole Church and Spouſe of 
Chriſt, whoſe it is to hear his Word and determine by it. And therefore if a 
General Conncil will go out of the Churches way, it may eaſily go without the 
Churches truth. Which words of his, contain ſo full an Anſwer to all theſe 
places together, that ti!l that be taken off there is noneceſlity at all to de- 
(cend to the particular places, eſpecially thoſe which are acknowledged 
by your ſelves to ſpeak primarily of the Churches Infallibility. 

Yet for your ſatisfaction (more than any intelligent Readers )I ſhall add 
ſomewhat turther, to ſhew the impertinency of the tormer places,and then 
conlider the force of the two laſt, which have not yet been handled. 

1. There can be nothing drawn from promiſes made to the diffuſive body, for 
the benefit of the repreſentative, unleſs the maker of thoſe promiſes did inſtitute 
that repreſcutation. Therefore, ſuppoſing that Infallibility were by theſe 
promiſes beſtowed upon the Catholrck Church, yet you cannot thence inferr 
that it belongs to a General Council, unleſs you prove that Chriſt did ap- 
point a Gereral Council to repreſent the Church, and in that repreſentation 
tobe Infallible, For this Infallibility coming meerly by promiſe,it belongs 
only to thoſe to whom the promiſe is made, and in that capacity in which 
tis made to it, For, Spiritwal gifts are not bequeathable to Heirs, nor 
can be made over to Aſſzgns, if the Church be promiſed Tnfallibility, ſhe 
cannot pals away the gitt of it to her Aſſzgrs in a General Conncil, unleſs 
that power of devolution be contained in the Original Grant. Forſhecan 
give no more then is in her power to beſtow ; but this Trfallibility being 
out of ker dilpoſal, the utmoſt that can be given to a General Council is a 
power to 9vlzge the Church by the as of it, which falls much ſhort of 1n- 
fallibility, Befides, this repreſentation of the Church by a General Council 
5a thing not lo evident from whence it ſhould come, that from a promiſe 
made to once it muſt neceflarily be underſtood of the other. For,as Pighizs 
ayes, It carnot be demonſtrated fron Theological grounds, that a General 
Council which is ſo far frox: being the whole Church, that it is not a thouſandth 
part of it, ſhould repreſent tie whole Church, For either, faith he, it hath this 
from Chriſt or from the Church : but they cannot produce one tittle from Scri- 

Pure, where C hriſt hath conveyed over the power and authority of the mo 
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Church to a hundred or two hundred Biſhops. If they ſay, It is from the Church . 
there are two things tobe ſhewed, firſt, that it is done , and ſecondly, that it ;, 
de jure or ought to be ſo done. Firlt, it can never be ſhewed, that ſuch , 
thing ever was done by the Univerſal Church ; for if it were, it muſt either 
be by ſome formal ad of the Chnrch or by a tacit conſent. It could not be 
by any formal a& of the Church; For then there muſt be ſome ſuch a of 
the Univerſal Church, preceding the being of any Gemeral Conneil ;, for by 
that act they receive their Commiſſion to appear in behalt of the UVnzzyy.. 
ſal Church, And this could not be done in a Gereral Comncil, becauſe tht 
is not pretended to be the whole Church but only to repreſent it : and there. 
fore it muſt have this power to repreſent the Charch by ſomething antece. 
dent to its being. Elſe it would only arrogate this power to It ſelf with. 
out any act of the Church in order to it. Now that the Vriverſal Church 
did ever agree in any ſuch att, is utterly impoſlible to be demonſtrated, 
cither that it could be, or that it was. Yet ſuch a delegation to a Genera 
Conncil muſt be ſuppoſed in order to its repreſentation of the whole Church; 
and this delegation muſt not only be before the tir{t General Conncil, but, 
for all that I can ſee, before every one. For how canthe Chxrch by its act 
in one age bind the Church in all ages ſucceeding to the ads of thele ſeyer- 
al Comncils which ſhall be choſen afterwards ? It 1t be faid, That ſach / 
formal att is not neceſſary, but the tacit conſent of the whole Church is ſuffici. 
ent for it : then ſuch a conſent of the Church muſt be made evident, by 
which, they did devolve over the power of the whole Church to fucha 
repreſentative. And all thoſe muſt conſent in that a& whoſe power the 
Conncil pretends to have, and fo it cannot be ſufficient to ſay, That thoſe why 
chooſe Biſhops for the Conncil do it ;, tor then they could only repreſent thoſe 
who choſe them, and ſo their authority will fall much ſhort of that of the 
whole Church, But ſuppoſe ſuch a thing were done by the whole Church, 
of which no footſteps at all appear, we mult turther enquire by what right 
or authority this is done, for the authority of the Church being given it by 
Chriſt, it cannot be given from it ſelf without his commmiſſzox for doing it, 
Which if we ſtay till it can be produced in this cale, we may ſtay long 
cnough before we ſee any ſuch nfallible Repreſentative of the Univerſal 
Church, The utmoſt then, that can be ſuppoled in this caſe, is, that the 
parts of the Church may voluntarily conſent to accept of the decrees of ſuch 
a Conncit; and by that voluntary a, or by the Sypream authority injoyning 
It, ſuch decrees may become obligatory. But what 1s this to an 1fallib:- 
lity in the Conncil becauſe it repreſents the whole Church £ For neither is 
thcre evidence enough for ſuch a repreſentation, ncither, if there were, 
could any priviledge of that nature belong to the repreſentative body, be- 
cauſe of any promiſe made to the diffuſrve body of the Church. 

2. What belongs to the repreſentative body of the Church by vertne of a promiſe 
made to the diffuſroe. can in no other ſenſe be underſtood of the repreſent ative, 
then as it belangs tothe difſuſfve. Becaule no further right can be derived 
from any then they had themſelves, Therctore ſuppoſing a promiſe of 
Infallibility made to the Church, it is neccllary to know in what way and 
manner that proxziſe belongs to it ; for in no other way and manner can 
it belong to the Council which repreſents it. If therefore the Churches 
Tefallibility lyes only in Fundamentals, the Councils Intallibility can extend 
no further. If the Churches Infalhbility doth not imply , that all the 
Church orthe m4jor part ſhould be Infallible, but that though the ar4jor 


part err, yet all the Church ſhall not,then neither can it be true of a Gewera! 
Conncil 
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Council, that all, or the major part ſhould be I»fa//ible, but only that there 
ſhould be no ſuch Gezeral Conncil, wherein all the Biſhops ſhould erre. But 
then this is utterly deſtructiveto the Infal/ibility of the Decrees of Gene- 
ral Councils, for thoſe muſt paſs by the mrajor part of the Votes: Which 
Canus, one of the acuteſt of our adverfaries, was ſenſible of, and grants, 
that the major part in a General Council may erre, and the leſſer part hold the 
truth : but then, he faith, That the Pope is not bound Ew the major part, - 
Which is expreſly to take away any pretext of Infalibility from the De- 
crees of the Council, and place it wholly in the Pope - And, Why may not 
then the Pope and a Provincial Conncil be as Infallible, as the Pope and the 
leſſer part of a General Council ? What then do the promiſes of Infallibility 
tothe Conncil ſignific, if the »rajor part may definitively erre > And 
therefore Be/armin likes not this Anſwer, as being too plain and open, 
but gives another as deſtructive to the Conncils Infallibility, as this is. 
Which is, that in caſe the major part doth reſiſt the better in a General Coun- 
cil, -as in that of Ariminum, and the ſecond at Epheſus, yet that it cannot 
conquer it, How fo? Doth it not conquer it when the Decrees are paſled 
by the 92ajor part £ No, ſaith he, for theſe Decrees are afterwards made void, 
Very good : But then, I ſuppoſe in the Coxncil, the 2rajor part did conquer, 
although not after. But by whom are they made void ? By hine to whone 
it belongs to confirm his Brethren. faith Be/armin, Well, but the skill is,to 
know who that is in this caſe, who can reverſe the Decree of the repreſen- 
tative body of the Church under the plea of confirming his Brethren £ If it 
be the Pope, Who reverſed the Decrees of the Council of Sirminm , to 
which the Pope ſubſcribed ? And tor that of Ariminum and Seleucia, Hilary 
did more to reverſc it, than ever the Pope did. Therefore others ſay, It 
is inthe Churches power to make void the Decrees of General Councils, as 
ſhe did the Decrees of the Arrian Councils, If fo, then we plainly ſee, the 
Infallibility doth not lyc in the repreſentative, but in the bfinſve body of 
the Church (till; ifthat hath the power to avoid and repeal the Decrees 
of General Councils, So that all the Infallibility of Councils is meerly pro- 
bationary, and ſtands to the good liking and conſent of the Afuſrve body 
of the Chxrch, By which means the Decrees of a Provincial Conncil be- 
ing accepted by the Church, are as Infallible as of a General, But in 
all theſe waies, there is no proper Infal/ibility at all in the major part of 
a General Council, but it wholly lyes either in the Pope, or in the diſſuſtve 
body of the Church (till. 

3. If theſe places which mention a promiſe of Infallibility to the Church, 
muſt imply the Infallibility of General Councils, as the Churches repreſentative, 
then it will thence follow, that the Decrees of General Councils are Infallible, 
whether the Pope confirm them or no. For the Infallibility is not promiſed at 
all mediante Papa,but virtute Eccleſie ;, for if they be infallible as repreſent- 
ng the Church, they are Ifallible, whether there be any Pope or no : for 
the Pope doth not make them more repreſent the Church than they did be- 
tore. And this is very well underſtood and proved by thoſe, who from 
thelepromziſes to the Church, and from that Infallibility conſequent upon 
t (by their adverſaries confeſſion.) to a Gemeral Council, do inferr the 
Councils Authority tobe above the Popes. Which 1s a juſt and neceſlar 
conſequence from this allertion, That the priviledges of the Univerſal 
Church, are by vertue of its repreſentation in a General Comncil, Which 

rine was aſſerted by the Conncils of Conſtance, and Baſl, and by the 
Sorbonne DoFors, till their being Jeſnited of late, Who have therefore 
Vvy aflerted, 
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aſſerted, that it might beas lawful to call in queſtion the Decrees of the 
Council of Trent, as of thoſe two Councils, And whereas their adverſaries 
obje&, That this 1s not de fide :|they anſwer, It is impoſlible but that it 
ſhould be de fide, ſince it is decreed by General Councils. For, fay they 
Were the Fathers at Conſtance and Baſl.atted by any other Spirit, than thoſe 
at Nicea, and Epheſus £ Why may not then the Council of Trent be op 
ſed as well as them ? Forifthere be any difference, they had much the 
advantage. In the Coxncil of Conſtance (lay they) two Popes were pre- 
ſent, all the Cardinals, two Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, and Antioch, and 
the Emperor himſelf, and the Legats of all Chriſtian Princes ; and he- 
ſides all this, it was confirmed by Pope Martin, and the As of Confirmati. 
01 extant in the 45. Seſſzon. And fo the Conncil of Baſil was begun, ac- 
cording to the Decrees of the Councils of Conſtance and Piſa, and by yer- 
tue of the Bulls of Martin and Eugenizs; and the Popes Legats were preſi- 
dents init. So that if General Councils be Infallible, it muſt be de fide Ca. 
tholica,, that their Authority is above the Pope's : And if fo, their Infalli- 
bility cannot depend upon his Confirmation. Now, if we ſearch into the 
grounds on which they build this power of General Conncils independent- 
ly on the Pope, we ſhall find they derive it wholly from thoſe places of 
Scripture, which ſpeak ſo much concerning the Charch and Conncils, ag is 
agreed on both ſides. And therefore Areas Sylvie (afterwards Pix 2.) 
ſayes, That is not the If de fide, becanſe it is contradifed by ſome, ſince it is 
founded on the promiſes of Chriſt concerning the Church, Since therefore the 
Pope himſelf is but F7/i#s Eccleſte, and the Church is Sporſa Chriſts ; they lay, 
It is unreaſonable that the Sox of the Churchſhould not be ſubject to the 
Sponſe of Chriſt, It therefore theſe promiſes concerning the Church, inferr 
an 1fallibility init, and that Infallibility be in a General Conncil, as repre- 
fſenting the Church :, 1t tollows thence, that Conncils mult be in themſelves 
Infallible, whether confirmed by the Pope or no. And we may ſee, how 
little this Opinion of nfa//bility of General Councils is like to ſtand be- 
tween them, by the Anſwers which are given by thoſe of the other party, 
who makethe Popes Confirmation neceſlary to the Infallibility of the Conn- 
cil, For Canws exprelly faith, That the Council is ſaid to be Infallible in no 
other ſenſe than the Church is, 1. e. in thoſe things wherein all agreed, and not 
the major part. Bellarmin likes not this; For, faith he, if the major part of 
the Council erre, the Council muſt of neceſſity erre +, for that which properly be- 
longs to the Council, is, Paſſing judgement in matter of Faith, or making De- 
crees : now, if that were not the lawful Decree of the Council, which is made by 
the major part, there never could be a lawful Decree, for none paſſes without 
ome diſſenting : and therefore he denies that the Council doth fully repreſent 
the Church without the Pope. So that on both ſides we ſee, how pregnant 
theſe proofs are for the Councils Infallibility, when one ſaith, That it they 
be nkefend of the Church, the Conncils Infal/ibility doth not want the 
Popes Confirmation, the other to make the Popes Confirmation necellary, 
denies ſuch an abſolute repreſentation of the Church in the Council. It then 
the Comncil doth repreſent the Church, it is Infallible, although not confirm- 
ed by the Pope, if it doth not, then the promiſes made to the Church cannot 
belong to the General Council. Thus I have ſhewed you, how far thele 
places concerning (as you ſay) the Izfal/ibility of the Church, are, from 
proving the Infal/bility of General Conncils. 
But, though theſe general places concerning the Church, may not fo 
clearly prove the Infalibilit of General Councils, yet, you fay, There are 


ſome 
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ſome particular places to this purpoſe. Which are, Mat. 18.20. and AC. 15.28, 
Which not having been handled already, I mult follow you more cloſely 
in the examination of them. The firſt place is, Mat. 18. 20. Where two or 
three are gathered together in my name, there am Tin the midſt of them. The 
ſubſtance of the argument from this place, his Lordſhip thus repeats from 
pellarmin. The ſtrength of the argument is not taken from theſe words alone, 
but as they are continued with the former, and that the argument is drawn 
3 minori ad majus, ſom the leſs to the greater, thus. If two or three gathered 
in my name, do alwaies obtain that which they ask at Gods hands, viz, wiſ- 
dom and knowledge of thoſe things which are neceſſary for them : How much 
more ſhall all the Biſhops gathered together in Conncil, alwaies obtain wiſdone 
and knowledee, to judge thoſe things, which belong to the direFion of the whole 
Church 2 To which his Lordſhip anſwers, That there 3s very little ſtrength 
in theſe words. either conſidered alone, being generally interpreted by the Fa- 
thers, of conſent in prayer, or with the argument a minori ad majus, 1. Becauſe, 
though that argument hold in natural or neceſſary things, yet not in voluntary 
or promiſed things, or things which depend upon their inſtitution. 2. Becauſe 
it follows not, but where, and ſo far 4s, the thing upon which the argument is 
founded, agrees to the leſs: Now this Infallibility doth not belong to the leſſer 
Congregation, and therefore cannot be inferred as to the greater. 3. Becauſe it 
depends upon conditions here ſuppoſed of being gathered together in the name 
of Chriſt, and therefore ſuppoſing Infallibility promiſed theſe conditions here 
implied, muſt be known before ſuch a Congregation can be known to be Infal- 
lible. 4. Becanſe Chriſts promiſe of preſence in the midſt of them, is only to 
grant, what he ſhall find to be fit for them, not infallibly whatſoever they ſhall 
think fit to ask for themſelves. 5. Becauſe Gregory de Valentia ard Staple- 
ton confeſs, that this place doth not properly belong to prove an Infallible cer- 
tainty of any ſentence in which more agree in the name of Cori but to the efft- 
racy of conſent for obtaining that which more ſhall pray for in the name of Chriſt, 
if at leaſt that be for their ſouls health, For elſe it would hence follow, that not 
only the definition of a General Conncil, but even of a Frovincial , nay, of two 
or three Biſhops gathered together js valid, and that without the Popes conſent, 
The utmoſt I can make of your reply to theſe Anſwers, lyes in this, That 
yougrant that primarily and diredly our Saviour doth not intend that parti- 
cular Infallibility, and this is that which Gregory and Stapleton aſſert; but 
only that he ſignified in general, that he would be preſent with his Church, and 
all faithful people gathered: together in his name, ſo often, and ſo far, as their 
neceſſities required hjs preſence, they duly imploring it. But yet the argument 
bolds for the Infallibility of General Councils, and not National or Provincial, 
becauſe the neceſſities of the Church require one, and not the other : and that it 
will follow 4 minori ad majus, i things promiſed, as well as natural, where 
the motive is increaſed, and neither goodneſs nor power wanting in the proni- 
ſer. But all this depends on a falle ſuppoſition, viz. that there 1s a neceſ- 
lity of Tyfallibility to continue in the Church, and that all perſons are bound 
to believe the Decrees of. the Councils to be the Infallible Oracles of truth : 
but we ſay, neither of theſe are necellary in the Church, and therefore 
you have no ground to extend this promite of Chriſts pretence tothe 7- 
fallibility off Councils, For you are not to extend the power and goodneſs 
of Chriſt as far as you ſhall judge fitting, but as far only as he hath pro- 
miſed toextend it. For otherwile it would be far more for the peace 
and unity of the Church, if every particular Congregation had this Infal- 
libility, than if only Gezeral Conrcils had it : Becaule by that means, ma- 
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ny diſputes about the authority, calling, and proceedings of General Council; 
would be prevented : Nay, it might be extended much further, for by 
this argument from the goodneſfand power of Chriſt, you might, for all that 
I can ſee, inferr with more force, that every true Chriſtian ſhould be 74. 
fallible , and ſo there be no need of any Councils at all. For, whatever 
argument you can produce, why Chriſt's goodneſs ſhould extend to make 
Conzcils Infallible, it will much more hold as to the other 3 tor the peace, 
and unity of the Church would be far better ſecured this way. If you a 
that experience ſhews, Chriſt never intended this by the erronrs of particul 
men in all ages : To the ſame purpoſe we anſwer you as to Conncils, that 
large experience ſhews, that when Biſhops have ſolemnly met in Comncil, 
they have been groſly deceived 3 as you confels in all the Arrian Conneils, 
If your argument would have ever held from the power and goodneſs of 
Chriſt ; Would it not have held at that time, when fo ou a matter of 
Faith was under debate? If Chriſt therefore ſuffered ſo many Biſhops fg 
oroſly to erre, in a matter of ſuch importance, wherein the Church was ſo 
highly concerned, How can you inferr from his power and goodnefs, that 
he will never ſuffer Gereral Councils toerre. If you anſwer, That theſe 
erred for not obſerving the conditions requiſite in order to Chriſts hearing 
them,viz. that they were not met in the name of Chriſt, did not come without 
prejudice, nor rely on Divine Aſſiſtance. I pray take the ſame Anſwer as to 
all other Councils, that we cannot know that Chriſt hears them, or that 
they are Infallible, till we are aſſured of their pertormance of the conditi- 
0n5 requiſite in order to that Infal/ibility, And when you can aſſure us, 
that ſuch a Conncil met together in the name of Chriſt, and cane meerly 
with a deſire to find out truth, and relyed wholly on his affiſtance for it, 
we do not ſo much diſtruſt the power and goodweſs of Chriſt, as to think he 
will ſuffer them to be deceived. For we know upon thole conditions he 
will not ſuffer any good man toerre, much leſs an Afembly of them met in 
a General Council. But here you have the hardeſt task of all lying upon 
you, which is, to prove that a GereralConncil hath obſerved all thele con- 
ditions, without which nothing can be inferred from this place, as to 
Chriſts being in any ſenſe in the midſt of them. 

Thelaſt place mentioned for the Infallibility of Gexeral Conrcils,isthat, 
AF.15.28. Where the Apoſtles ſay of themſelves, and the Council held by then, 
It ſeems goed to the Holy Ghoſt ,and to ws. And, faith his Lordſhip, they might 
well ſay it. For they had infallibly the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt ,and kept eloſe 
to his direFion. But there is a great deal of difference between them and ſuc- 
ceeding Councils, who never arrogated this to their definitions, though they 
preſumed of the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt;and though that form might be ujed, 
yet they did not aſſume ſuch an Tnfallibility to themſelves, as the Apoſtles had. 
And therefore it is little leſs than blaſphemy in Stapleton, to ſay, That the De- 
crees of Councils arethe very Oracles of the Holy Ghoſt. And , that all Councils 
are not ſo Inſallible,as was this of the Apoſtles, nor the cauſes handled in them, 
a there they were, is manifeſt by the ingenuous confeſſion of Feras to that pur- 
poje. This is the ſubſtarice of his Lordthips Anſwer to this place, Which you 
think to take off by ſaying, That there's no eſſential difference between the 
certainty of the things determined by the Apoſtles, and thoſe decided by a Ge- 
neral Conncil, confirmed by the Roman Biſhop : and though after-Conncils uſe 
not the ſame expreſſion in terms, yet they doit in effeF, by enjoyning the belief 

of their deciſions under the pain of Anathema, If this be the meaning of the 
Anathema's of ( o:ncils, there had need indeed be no great difference be- 
| tween 
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tween the Apoſtles Decrees, and theirs. But this had need be very well 


proved 3 and lo it is by you : for you produce ſeveral expreſſions of Cyril, 
Athanaſius, Auſtin, Leo, Gregory, and ſore others ( out of Belarmin ) 
in which they magnifie the Decrecs of General Councils, calling them a Divine 
Oracle, a Sentence inſpired by the Holy Ghoſt, not to be retrafed, and ſome 
others to the ſame purpoſe, by which you vindicate Stapleton, and tell us, 
heſaid no more than the Fathers had done before him. Yet all this is far from 
any vindication of Stapletor,, or proving your aflcrtion as to the equal cer- 
tainty of the Decrees of Councils, and of the Apoſtles. For the ground of 
all thoſe expreflions,and ſeveral others of the ſame nature,was not the ſup- 
poſition of any inherent Infallibility in the Decrees of General Conncils,but 
their great aſſurance of the truth of that Dofrine, which was determined 
by thoſe firſt Gereral Conncils, For although I am far enough from beliey- 
ing the Council of Trent Infallible, yet if that had determined the ſame 
nts of Faith, which were determined in the firſt four General Conncils, 
and nothing elſe ; I might have ſaid, That the Decree of that Conneil was a 
Holy and Divine Oracle, a Sentence inſpired by the Holy Ghoſt, &-c. not that 
[thought the Council in the lealt infallible, in determining theſe things:but 
that they were of themſelves Divine Truths, which the Council determin- 
ed. And in this ſenſe Atharaſevs might well term the definition of the N;- 
cene-Conneil again(t Arius, the word of our Lord which endureth for ever; 
and Conſtantine (tile it a celeſtial mandate ; and Gregory might reverence the 
four firſt Councils, as the four Goſpels (though Bellarmin tells you, that ex- 
preſſion muſt be taken in a qualified ſenſe) yet all theſe, and any other of 
a like nature, I ſay, import no more than that they were = allured, the 
matters decreed by them, were revealed by God in his Word, and not that 
they believed that they became ſuch holy and divine Oracles, meerly by 
the Conncils definition. For the contrary might be abundantly manifeſted 
by many expreffions in them quite to another purpeſe : and it, inſtead of 
all the reſt, you will but read 4thanaſivs and Hilary concerning Conncils, 
you will find your ſelf ſtrangely deceived, if you believed they ever 
thought them Zzfallible. What you add afterwards, that it is ſufficient that 
there be a real Infallibility, though not like to that of the Apoſtles, will not be 
ſufficient for me, till you can thew me the degrees of Infallibility; for, I 
will promiſe you, if you can once prove that Conncils are really Infallible, 
[ſhall nor ſtick to ſay, That they are alike Infal/ible with the Apoſtles, As 
for your diſcarding Ferus as a prohibited Anthour, it only ſhews the great 
integrity of the man, who ſpoke too much truth to be born by the tender 
ears of the Roman Inquiſition. 

Before I had proceeded any further, I had thought (becaule of a former 
promiſe) to have looked back to the place, where you ſpeak in vindication 
of the decretal Epiſtles; but becauſe you only reterr to Turrianws his defence 
of them, I ſhall only return you an equal courtelie, and referr you to 
theabundantly ſufficient Anſwer to him by David Blondel, One would 
have thought you ſhould have been aſhamed of to notorious an impoſture 
asthoſe decretal Epiſtles are 3 but we ſee, what ſhifts a bad caule puts you 
upon, that ſuch men as Ferus, Caſſander, ww are under an Index Ex- 
purgatorins, but the decretal Epiſtles muſt be {till juſtified 3 but he that doth 
not (ce the reaſons of theſe proceedings, wants a greater Index Expureato- 
rivs for his brains, than ever they did for their Books, 

We return therefore to our preſent lubject, ang having manifeſted, how 
far the Infailibility of General Conncils 1s from being grounded 07 the 

veracity 
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weracity of Divine promiſes, as you pretend without ground ; we now pro- 
ceed to the conſent of the Church, as to this ſubject : which his Lordſhi 
ſpeaks to in the next Conſideration. Which is, That all agree that the 
Church in general can never err from the Faith neceſſary to ſalvation 5, but theyre 
3s not the like conſent that General Councils canzot err. Whether Vs aldenſi 
aſſerting, that General Conncils may err, ſpeak of ſuch Conncils as are ac- 
counted #nlawfyl or no, is not much mater1al ; fince,as his Lordſhip layes 

The Fathers having to do with ſo many Hereticks, and ſo many of them oppoſing 
Church authority, did never in the condemnation of thoſe Hereticks utter this 
propoſition, That a General Conncil cannot err, And ſuppoſing that no Gener 4 
Council had erred in any matter of moment to this day which will not be found 
true, yet this would not have followed, that it is therefore Infallible and can- 
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20t err. And to ſhew that St. Auguſtin puts a maniteſt difference between 
the rules of Scripture and the definitions of men, he produceth that noted 
place in him, wherein he ſo fully aſſerts the prerogative of Scripture aboye 
all the writings of men or definitions of Councils : Which, becauſe it will 


Huu autem neſciat ſanflam $cripturam ca- 
nonicam, tam veteris quam novi Teſtamentt 
certis ſuis terminis contineriy eamq; omnibus 
poſter1o/4bus Epiſcoporum literu ita preponiy 
ut de ill omai -0 dubitari & diſceptars uon 
poſſit, utrum verum, vel utrum yettum ſity 
gquicgquid in ea ſcriptum efſe conſlitertt 2 
Epiſcoporum autem literas que poſt con firma= 
tum Canonem vel [cripte ſimt vel / cribuntur, 
& per ſermonem forte ſapientiorem, Cjuſlie 
bet in e& re peritiorts, & per aliorum Epiſco- 
perum grautorem autoritatem, dettiorumque 
piudentiam, &x per Concilia licere reprehendt, 
ſi quid in es forte a veritate deviatumn eſt. 
Et ipſa Concilia que p.r ſiagulas regiones vel 
provincias fiunt , plenariorum ( orciliorum 
a'ttoritati, que fiunt ex uwiverſo 0 be Cort» 
flizuo, fine ull s ambag bus cedere , 1p(aq; 
pleaaria ſuepe priora rolertoribus cmendarts 
cum aliquo experiments verum aperitur quod 
clauſum erat, &# cogno/ritur quod lattbat, 
fine ullo typho ſacrilege ſuperb, fire nila 
mflita cervice arrogon'te, finr ulld contents 
tone liyide 1nvidee, cum ſantla humilitatey 
cum pace Catbolreaoum chaitate Chriſtians. 
Avguſt.1.2,dc biprt.c,Donatiſt.c.z. 
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be often refer'd to, I havecited at large in the mar- 
g1n, but his Lordſhip gives the ſum of it in theſe 
words, That whatſoever is found written in Scripture, 
may neither be doubted nor diſputed, whether it be true 
or right. But the letters of Biſhops may not only be 
diſputed, but correFed by Biſhops that are more learned 
and wiſe then they, or by National Councils ;, and N4- 
tional Councils , by Plenary or General, And even 
Plenary Councils themſelves maybe amended, the former 
by the latter. From whence he inferrs, That it ſeems 
it was no news with $t, Auſtin, that a General Conncil 
might err, and therefore be inferiour to the Scripture, 
which may neither be donbted nor diſputed, where it 
affirms. And if it be ſo with the definition of a Conncil 
too, where is then the Scriptures Prerogative £ But his 
Lordſhip adds, That there is much ſhifting about this 
place, but it caunot be wraſt off. And therefore un- 
dertakes punctually to, anſwer all the evaſions of 
Stapleton and Bellarmin, who have taken moſt pains 
about it. But before you come to particular an- 


{wers,you arereſolved to make your way through them, by a more deſpe- 
rate attempt : which 1s, to prove that it cannot be St. Axſti775 mcaning in 


this place, that general Conncils may err in their definitions of Faith, becauſe 
then St. Auſtin muſt contradif himfelf, becauſe he delivers the contrary in 


other places. 


This4s indeed to the purpole, if you go through with your 


undertaking ; but we muſt examine the places ; The firſt is /. 1. c. 7, de 
baptiſr. c. Donatiſt. where you ſay, he exprefly teacheth, that m0 doubt 
ought tobe race of what is by full decree eſtabliſhed in a General Council, But 
hcrea great doubt may juſtly be made, Whether ever you ſearched this 
place or no; for it you had, you would have had little heart to produce 
It to this purpoſe. For St. Auguſtin is there giving an account, why he 
would not inſiſt upon any pare authorities, but bring certain evidence 
out of Scripture for what he ſaid ; and the reaſon he gives for it, is, becaule 
in the former timcs of the Chyrch before the Schiſm of Doratws brake 
forth, the Biſhops and particular Conncals did difter from each other about 
the Queſtion in hand, viz, rebaptizirg Hereticks, untill that by a Gemerat 


Council 
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Comncil of the whole world, that which was moſt ſoundly held etiam remotis 
dubitationibus firmaretur, was confirmed the diſputes being taken away. The 
utmoſt that can be drawn hence. is, that when this Controverſie was de- 
cided by a Gemneral Council, the diſputes were ended among the Catholick 
Biſhops. But by what arts can you hence draw, that St. A»ſtiz thought 
the Council Infallible its definitions © When the buſineſs came to be ar- 
ed in a free Conncil by the diflenting parties, and they more fully under- 
flood each other, and agreed upon one ſentence, St. Auſtin ſayes the 
former doubts were taken off: that is,the reaſons and Scriptares produced 
on the other (ide ſatisficd them : but he doth not ſay, that no doubt is to 
be made of what is by full Decree eſtabliſhed in a General Conncil; but, 
that no doubts were made after it. But if you ſay, There could be no agree- 
ment unleſs the Councils definition were ſuppoſed Tnfallible, you ſpeak that 
which is contrary to the ſenſe and experience of the world ; and even of 
that general Council where this decree is ſuppoſed by Be/armin'to be made, 
viz, the Council of Nice, For, Will you ſay the Council was Infallible in 
deciding the time of keeping Eaſter, becaule after that Council the Aſrare 
Biſhops fobaiitred tothe cuſtom of other Churches ? Is there no way ima- 
ginable to convince men, but by Tfallibility ? If there be, their doubts 
may be taken away by a Gemeral Council, and yet that Council not be ſup- 
naldd Infallible, For if St. Auguſtin had meant ſo, nothing had been more 
pertinent then to have inſiſted on the decree of that Conncil ; and yet he 
there leaves it, and calls all arguments of that nature humane arguments, 
and therefore ſaith, ex Evangelio profero certa documenta; T bring certain 
evidences out of the Goſpel. Which words doubtleſs he would never have 
ſo immediately ſubjoyned to his former concerning a Gereral Council, if he 
had judged it Infa//ible, or its decrees as certain as the Scripture. In your 
ſecond place /. 7.c. 5. there is nothing hath any ſhadow of pertinency to 
your purpoſe ; that which 1 01. j ou you may mean, is, /.5.c.17. where 
what he ſaid before was decreed by a General Council, he after ſaith, was the 
judgement of the Holy Catholick Church: from whence you nay indeed in- 
fer that the Catholick Church did approve that decree of the Council, but 
how it proyes it Izfa//ble T cannot underſtand. Your laſt place is one 
ſufficiently known to be far enough from your purpoſe, Ep.118. ad Januar. 
where he laith, 1 caſe of indifferent rites, it is inſolent madneſs to oppoſe the 
whole Church; but you are an excellent diſputant, who can hence infer, 
that therefore General Conncils are Infallible in their definitions in matters 
of Faith, For any thing then you have brought to the contrary St. Auſtin 
is far enough from the leaſt danger of contradicting himſelf. Bur if you 
could prove that he were of your mind, that the definitions of Councils are 
Infallible as well as the Scriptzres, never did any man more expretly con- 
tradift himſelf then St. Aguſtin muſt do in a multitude of plain places, 
wherein hefaith, That no other writing is Infallible but the Seripture; That 


Aug. ep.1 9.44 
Hieronyinum Co 


only according to them he judged freely of all other writings ; and that becanſe creſcon Gram- 


; 
he could yield an nndoubted aſſent to none but them, That there is noother 7* (+. 631. 
% . nd FED : Þe Nt, & 
5 writing wherein humane infirmities are not diſcovered but in them; that 6414 c. 64. 
p men are at liberty to believe or not believe any thing beſides the Scripture. Can &. Fauſtum 
. . IVY 
e any man, who ſayes theſe things be reaſonably ſuppoſed to aflert that the 5,41" 714, 
e decrees of General Councils are as certain as the Scripture is £ You lee then 
e what little advantage you have gained by this attempt of offering to 
c make St. Auſtin contradict himſelf, it in this place he ſhould be luppoled to 
t alert that Gemeral Councils may err : which he doth plainly enough to any 
Y but thoſe who are reſolved not to underſtand him. This 
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This prejudice being therefore removed,we come to the particular ey. 
ſions of this place; which you thus ſum up, inorder to the defence gf 
them. That when he ſaith, Former General Councils may be amended by tþp 
latter. it is only to be underſtood in matters of fad, in precepts pertaining tg 
manners and diſcipline, or by way of more full and clear explication of wh,z 
had been delivered by former Councils, To both theſe, his Lordſhip offers 
very juſt exceptions. To thefirſt, that it 1s to be anderſtood of precept rof 
manners and diſcipline ; he laith, 1. That Bellarmin contradits himſelf 
becauſe he had ſaid before, that General Councils cannot err in precepts of 
manners: No, (lay you) this is no contradiftion, becauſe theſe depend much 
p01 IT of tine, place, perſon, &c. which varying, it often ſo falls 
out. that what at firſt was prudently judged fit to be done, becomes afterway(; 
unſiiting, and in this caſe one General Council may be amended by another. 
and yet neither charged with errour, But do you ſuppole the mean while 
that St. Auſtin ſpake pertinent]y to this buſineſs, or no ? Tf he did, he can 
be underſtood only of ſuch aprecept as that relating to the baptiſm: of He. 
reticks. Suppoſe then one Conrncil (ſhould decree Hereticks to be baptized, 
and another afterwards correct this, and fay,They ſron!d not, Will you lay 
that neither of theſe were in an errour ? So that your Anſwer is who! 
impertinent to the ſcope of St. Anſtins diſcourſe. And ſo his Lord(hip 
faith, This whole Anſwer 1s CONCOerning precepts of manners © tor St. Auſtin 
diſputes againſt the errour of $t, Cyprian followed by the Donatiſts, which 
was an errour in Faith 5 namely, that truc Baptiſm could not be erven by He- 
reticks and ſuch as were out of the Charch. But you lay, Sf . Auſtin doth xt 
confine his diſcourſe to $t. Cyprians caſe only, but by occaſion of his, and lis 
Connceils errour,he layes down general dorine, touching the different authori- 
ty of the writings of particular Biſhops, Provincial National and General 
Councils. Although I ſhould grant you this, it will make little for your 
purpoſe ; for St. Anſtins main deſign is, to let the Authority of Scripture 
tar above all theſe, and that in point of Certainty and Tnfallibility; and 
this being his main ſcope, whatſoever he ſayes of any of thele, it is certain 
his purpoſe is to ſhew that all of them fall ſhort of the Sacred Scripture, as 
to our yielding aflent to them. For theſe 1n the firſt place are ſet by 
themſclves, as only being Infallible and deſerving an andonbted aſſent to 
all that is contained in them : which being ſuppoſed, he proceeds to ſhew 
what the extent is of all other a»tkority beſides this. For the writings of 
Biſhops. ſaith he, they are ſo far from deſerving ſuch an aſſent as we give to the 
Scriptures, that they may be correted by others, or by National Conncils; and 
National Councils,by Plenary; and Plenary may be amended, the former by the 
latter. In all which gradations two things muſt be repeated #5 wi as 
running through the whole Diſcourſe, which are, 1. The difference of 
all theſe from\the Scripture in regard of our yielding aſſent tothem ; for 
that is It, which he begins with, that we are not 1n the leaſt to doubt, 
whether any thing contained therein be truc or no : and then comes the 
other in,by way of immediate Aztitheſts ; but, the writings of Biſhops, &c. 
and although there be a gradatior in all theſe, yet all of them are thercin 
ditterent from Scripture , that whatſoever is found there may neither be 
doubted nor diſputed ; but the writings of Biſhops may be doubted or diſputed 
of, becauſe they may be correFed by other Biſhops or Councils. And thoſe Na- 
tional Councils may be, becauſe they may be correFed by General ; and even 
theſe General Councils cannot require ſuch an undoubted aſſent as the Scripture 
doth, becauſe the former may be amended by the latter. So that if you _ 
tne 
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the ſcope of S. Auſtir's diſcourle in this place, whether he ſpeaks generally, 
or particularly, nothing can be more evident, than thar be puts this dif- 
ference between the Scriptures, and all other writings or Comncils, that 
the one may not at all be doubted or diſputed of, but the other may : 
and the common reaſon of all is, becauſe none are fo 1fz//ible, but 
they may be corrected by ſomething beſides themſelves, which cannot 
be in any ſenſe ſaid of the Scripture. 2. Although Saint Auſtin 
adds that clauſe , Si quid in eis forte a veritate deviatum eſt, If 
they have erred from the truth, only where he ſpeaks of the writings 
of Biſhops; yet the ſeries of his diſcourſe implies, that it ſhould be under- 
ſtood in what follows too : that, asthe writings of Biſhops may be cor- 
refted by oyerorm they have erred, {0 National Conncils may be corrected 
by General, if they have erred; and fo former General Councils by latter on 
the ſame ſuppoſition (till, that they have erred. For, as the errours was ſup- 
poſed to be the ground of corred&ioz 1n the former, it muſt be likewiſe of 
amendment here. And whatever 1s not fo perfed, but that it may be 
amended, cannot be ſuppoſed Irfallible ;, for, if the perſons had been 7- 
fallible, who had made thoſe Decrees in General Conncils, they would 
have prevented any neceſſity of further amendments by ſucceeding Conn- 
cils. So that, take amendment in what ſenſe you will, either for ſupplying 
defes, or correing erronrs, it is deſtructive to your pretence, that the 
Decrces of General Councils are Infal/ible, and as certain as the Scripture, 
Which is ſo repugnant to the ſcope ofthis ſpeech of S. Auſtir, as nothing 
can be more. Your Criticiſm then, from the ſignification of emendare fron: 
menda, and menda fforz minus, and ſo importing only the taking away any de- 
fe, yields you noreliefat all : for that defe# which is ſuppoſed in Gene- 
ral Conncils, which needs that emendatior, doth ſufficiently argue, there 
was no Ifallible Aſſiſtance of the Spirit of God in the Decrees of thoſe 
Councils, For where Gods Spirit affiſts infallibly , it leaves no ſuch de- 
feFs as are neceſſary to be amended afterwards, by ſome other Comnci! 
which can pretend to no higher aſſiſtance than the other had before. But: 
your critical judgement is not extraordinary, if you will have the figniti- 
cation of words taken from the conjectural Etymologzes of them, ſuch as 
this of Scaliger is in the place where he corrects YVarro's Etymologies (at the 
end of his ConjeFarea) but, belides that, all attempts of that nature are 
but ConjeFural Eſſages, it is but an 11] way to judge of the ule of a word 
by the Etymology of it 3 for, What multitudes of words are carried further 
intheir ſenſe, than their 0r7girals would bear ? His Lordihip therefore 
takes a far ſurer way to know S. Auſtin's meaning, than running to Marti- 
nizs for the ſignification of the word wenda; which 1s, by producing a 
parallel place in S. Auſtin, where it 1s taken for to corre@, and ſuppoles an 
evident fault ; alind quod precipere jubermnur, alind quod emendare precipi- C. rauftum; 
mur; where emendare is, plainly to amend ſomething amiſs, not to ſupply **%& 31. 
ſomething defeFive. So that Stapletor's ſenle of amending by explication 
of ſomething not fully known, and not by correFion of ſomething errone- 
0s, cannot here have place. For, as his Lordſhip well obſerves the Na- 
tional Council, which S. Auſtin did in this diſpute ſpeak moſt of, was not 
guilty meerly of not fully explaining it ſelf, but of a poſtzve errour, viz, 
that under S, Cyprian, determining that Baptiſme of Hereticks was no Bap- 
tin. And therefore when S. Auſtin (peaks of amendment, it is ſuch an 
amendment as doth ſuppoſe erroxr, and not barely defe#, And fo the 
words uſed before of r-prebenſcon and yielding, do both imply more _ 2 
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bare explanation z and thoſe which follow after, evince it fully, where 
S Auſtin layes down the cautions, whereby ſuch awzendments ſhould be 
made, without ſacrilegious pride, or ſwelling arrogancy, without contention 
envy, and in holy humility,in Catholick peace, in Chriſtian Charity, All which 
words were very needleſs, if he meant only an explanation of ſomethin 
not fully declared before; but are very neceſſary, ſuppoſing it to be the 
amendment of ſome former errour. All the Anſwer you have, is, Th 
theſe laſt words relate not in particular to General Councils (by no means. 
although they follow them at the heels) but to the other ſeveral juljet7,, 
viz. private Biſhops, Provincial and National Councils ; which are ſubje@ to 
pride, arrogancy,and contention in their emendations. But, Was not S. 44- 
ſtin an unhappy man then at expreſſing himſelf, that he muſt needs fe 
thoſe Caveats after he had ſpoken of Gezeral Conncils, which reterr to the 
particulars that went before, without any reference to the immediate 
antecedents? For if they do at all reſpect the proceedings of Generg 
Conncils, (as doubtleſs they do, and that moſt immediately, as appearsto 
any one who reads them) then they imply ſtill, that this amendment of 
"General Councils muſt be done without pride, arrogance, and envy, and 
with the greateft humility, and peace, and charity; which it is hard to- con- 
ceive why S. Anſtiz ſhould add, unleſs he ſuppoſed ſome erronrs to be 
amended in them. Nothing remains further for the clearing this place, 
but only that his Lordſhip mentions that which he calls, The pooreſt ſbift of 
all in Bellarmin, viz. that he ſpeaks of anlawful Councils - and it is a lign 
it is ſo indeed, when you have nothing more to fay for it, but ozly, that it 
was given Cx = agen > , and with a Peradventure. When his 
Lordſhip concludes, that the Popes Confirmation to make Councils Infal. 
lible, is a meer trick, and unknown to the ancient Church; you have no- 
thing more to prove it to be grounded on the praFice of Conncils of the 
Church, and of Reaſon, but to referr the Reader back to what you have 
ſaid about the Popes Supremacy ; and therefore I muſt do fo too, for an 
Anſwer to what you have ſaid on that ſubject. 
The next thing which belongs to this Queſtion, 1s contained in his 
Lordſhips ſtxth-Cozſideration'; which is, If the definition of a General 
Council be Infallible, then the Infallibility of it, is either in the concluſion, and 
in the means that prove it ;, or in: the concluſion, not the means ; or in the 
means, not the concluſion. But it is Infallible in none of theſe. Not in the 
firſt; for there are divers deliberations in General Councils, where the concly- 
ſronis Catholick, but the means by which theyprove it, not Infallible, Not in 
the ſecond ;, for the concluſion muſt alwaies follow the nature of the premiſes, or 
principles out of which it is deduced :, therefore if thoſe which the Conncil 
ujes, be ſometimes uncertain, the concluſion cannot be Tnfallible, Not in the 
third; for the concluſion cannot but be true and neceſſary, if the means be ſo. 
Your Anſiwer is, That it is dnfallible in the concluſson, that is, in the Do- 
arine defined, though it be not Infallible in the means, or arguments upon 
which it proceeded to the definition. And your reaſon is, becauſe one is ne- 
ceſſary for the Government of the Church, but the other is not ;, for, Deus non 
deficit in neceſlariis, nec redundat in ſuperfluis. You mean, it is neceſlary 
for youto aflert it, whether it hath any foundation in reaſon or no : for 
you have not yet proved, that the ifallibility of General Councils is necel- 
ſary for the Churches Government. and therefore cannot thence inferr fo 
great an abſurdity as this z that, where all the premiſes are fallible and un- 
certain, yet the concluſion may be prophetical and Infallible. __ : 
involve 
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involved and obſcure are your diſcourſes on this ſubject, that while you 

pretend a General Conrcil 1s ſeeing Viſions, one might eaſily believe you were 
dreaming dreams. For, pray, ſpeak out, and tell us, what you mean by 

Councils being fallible in the Mr, of means, and yet Infallible in the concluſion 
drawn from thoſe premiſes, which ſhe was fallible in the deducing the 
concluſion from? For the deducing the conclufion, is in the wſe of the 
means; therefore how 1s it poſſible that the Conrcil ſhould be Zxfallible 
in the concluſton, when It was fallible in making that Concluſion & Bur it 
may be I do nax yet fully apprehend what you would have, neither I doubt 
do you. For you would fain be Infallible in the concluſeon too, without 
ſo much as #r«th in the premriſes, Bur I ſhall attempt to make you ſpeak 
intelligibly ; it muſt be one of thelc two things you mean, when you ſay. 
Councils are Infallible in the concluſion, cither that they are Infallible in de- 
ducing the Concluſton, or in aſſenting to the Concluſpon, It Infallible in the 
deducing the Concluſior, then it mult be Infallible in the »/e of the.apeans ; 
for, unleſs it doth infallibly diſcern the connexion of the premiſes, it is im- 
poſſible it ſhould be 7rfa//ible in drawing the Conc luſton trom them. $0 
that it is 20n-ſenſe, and a cortradi@1on to lay, That a Council is Infallible in 
the drawing a Concluſron, and not Infallible in the uſe of the means : tor, 
it is to ſay, It is Infailible, and not Infallible at the lame time, and about 
the ſame thing, and inthe ſame manner. For, What is drawing a Con- 
cluſron, but a diſcerning that truth which relults from the connexion of the 
premiſes together ? for that which is concluded, hath all its 171th depend- 
ing upon the evidence of the premiſes, otherwile it is a ple Propoſition. 
and not a Concluſion. Tt you had then ſaid, That the Spirit of God did i14- 
mediately reveal to the Council the truth of what was to be decreed ; you 
had ſpoken that which might have been underſtood, though not believed; 
but this you durſt not ſay, for fear ofthe charge of Enthuſtaſms, and new 
Revelations : but when you ſay, The Council muſt uſe means, and make 
Syllogiſms, as other fallible creatures do, but then it is I?fal/ible in the 
drawing the Concluſion from the prexriſes (though it be fallible in the con- 
nexion of thoſe premiſes) is an unparalleld piece of profound non-fenle, 
For, ſuppoſe the matter the Council was to determine, was the Popes 17- 
fallibility;, in order to the proving this, you ſay, The Council mult ule all 
arguments tending to prove it 3 there comes in Chriſt's Prayer for $, Peter, 
that his Faith ſhould not fail, and that this muſt be extended to his Succeſ- 

ſors, thence the argument is formed, N'homfoever Chriſt praged for, that 
bis Faith ſhould not fail, is Infallible:, but Chriſt prayed for the Pope, that 

bis Faith ſhould not fail >, therefore he 3s Infallible. Now you lay, Ihe Conn- 

clisfallible in the uſe of the means for this Concluſton, i. c. it myy not intal- 

libly believe the #r«th of the zajor or minor Propoſition, but yer it may 

infallibly deduce thence the Concluſkor, though all the {trength of the 

Concluſion depends upon the truth of the premiſes. You mult therctore 

either aſlert that the Decrces of Councils are mmediately revealed as 

Divine Oraclss, or elle that they are fallible Concluſkons drawn from fallible 

premiſes, And, were it not for alittle ſhame, becauſe of your charging 

others with izz-mediate Revelations, | doubt not but you would atlert the 

former 3 which you mult of neceflity do, 1f you will maintain the 1»fal- 

libility of General Councils : for it there be avy infirmity in the uſe of the 

premiſes. it muſt of neceſſity be in the Concluſion too, But, luppolc you 

mean a Tnfallible Aſſent to the matter of the Concluſion, though it be fal- 

libly deduced, you are as far to ſeek as ever; for, Whereon mult that 
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Aſſend be grounded ? It muſt be either upon the trxth of the premiſes, gr 
ſomething immediately revealed : If on the truth of the premiſes, the Aſent 
can be no ſtronger than the grounds are on which it is built ; if on ſome- 
thing revealed, it muſt needs be fbill an i»emediate Revelation. But I for. 
get my ſelf all this while, to urge you thus with abſfurdities conſequent 
from reaſon ; for, in anſwer to his Lordſhip, you grant, That it 3s 4 thin 
altogether unknown in nature, and art too, that fallible principles can either as 
Father or Mother, beget or bring forth an Infallible Concluſion ; for. when 

_ his Lordſhip had ig = ou Rſs him wp 7 peer the s & 

2d alſe ſuppoſition of the Biſhop, for the Concluſion 3s not ſo much the chj tho 
—_ Ho it is not the Concluſion) as the ftnit of the Holy Chet dre 
and guiding the Council, to produce an Infallible Concluſion, whatever the pre- 
miſes be (true,or falſe, certain, or uncertain, all is a caſe. This js neceſay 
for the peace and unity of the Church (to believe Contradictions ) and there. 
fore not to be denied, unleſs an impoſſubility be ſhewed therein. ('T doubt, be. 
lieving contradictions is accounted no.impoſſibility with you.) But,z hope, 
0 man will attaque Gods Ommipotency, and deprive him of the power of do- 
ing this. Is it cometo thatat laſt? Whatever you aflert that is repug. 
nant tothe commonreaſon of mankind, and involves contraditions in jt, 
that you call for Gods Omnipotency to help you in. Thus Tranſubſtantia- 
tion muſt be believed, becauſe God is Ommipotent ; and that men may be- 
lieve any thing, though not grounded on Scripture, and repugnant to Rea- 
ſon, becauſe God is Ommipotent, We acknowledge God's Ommipotency, ag 
much as you, but we dare not put it to fuch ſervile uſes, to make good at 
abſurd imaginations of our brains. If you had ſaid, It was poſſible, 
for God to enlighten the minds ofthe Biſhops in a General Council, either 
to diſcern infallibly the truth of the premiſes, or immediately to reveal the 
truth of the Conctuſior,'you had ſpoken intelligible falſhoods. But tofay, 
that God permits them tobe fallible in the »ſe of the wears, and in draw- 
ing the Concluſion from them; but to be I»falible in the Concluſion it (elf, 
without any :zmediate Revelation, and then to challenge Gods Ommipo- 
tency for it : I know not whether it be a greater diſhonour to God, or re- 
proach to humane underſtanding. And if ſuch incongruities as theſe are, 
do not diſcover that you are miſerably hampered, as his Lordſhip faith, in 
this argument, I know not what will. 3 
S. 14. But we muſt proceed to diſcover more of them 3 two things his Lord- 

P.:49. {ſhip very rationally objets againſt Stapletons aflertion, That the Council is 
di _ in the uſe of the means, but prophetical in delivering the Concluſion, 
I. That ſince this is not according to principles of nature and reaſon, there muſt 
be ſome ſupernatural Authority, which muſt deliver this truth ( which, faith 
he, mt be the Scripture, ) For if you fly to immediate Revelations ; the En- 
thuſtaſm muſt be yours. But the Scriptures which are brought, in the very ex- 
poſition of all the Primitive Church, neither ſay it, nor enforce it. Therefore 
Scripture warrants not your prophecy in the Concluſion. Neither can the Tra- 
dition : Produce one Father, who ſayes, This is an Univerſal Tradition of the 
Church, that her definitions in a General Council are prophetical, and by im- 
mrediate Revelation : Produce any one Father that ſayes it of his own autho- 
rity, that he thinks ſo. Toall this you very gravely ſay nothing ; and we 
can ſhrewdly gueſs at the reaſon of it. 2. His Lordſhip proves, That it # 
a repugnancy to ſay, That the Conncil is prophetical in the Concluſion, and diſ- 
cnrſtve in the uſe of the means ; for no Prophet.in that which he delivered from 
God as Infallible truth, was ever diſcurſive at all in the uſe of the means : Is 
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(faith he) make it but probable in the ordinary courſe of prophecy, and T hope 
gon go n0 higher, nor will T offer at Gods abſolute power (but his Lordſhi 
was deceived in you, for you run to Gods Omnipotency) that that which 
x diſcurſroe in the means, can be prophetical in the Concluſion, and you ſball be 
my great Apollofor ever. And this, he ſhews, is contrary to what your own 
Authours deliver concerning the nature and kinds of prophecy, and that none 
of theme were by diſcourſe. To this you anſwer, That both Stapleton and you 
deny that the Church is ſimply prophetical, either in the —_ or Concluſion, 
but rather the qaite contrary ; and that by the definition of the Councils being 
rophetical in an Analogical ſenſe, no more is meant but that by vertuc of di- 
vine aſſiſtance and dire&ion, ſuch a Concluſion or definition, in regard of pre- 
ciſe verity, is as infallibly true and certain, as if it were a prophecy. But if 
you had a mind that we ſhould underſtand, or believe what you ſay, Why 
do not you come more out of the clouds, and ſhew us the difference be- 
tween that which is ſ#-ply prophetical, and that which is only Analogicaly 
ſo,, but as infallibly true and certain as the other 2 But, that you may no 
longer blind the world with ſuch inſignificant diſcourſes, I ſhall put you 
upon ſpeaking more diſtinftly, by enquiring into thoſe waies, whereby 
God may be ſuppoſed ſupernaturally to work upon the minds of men, in 
order to the diſcovery of truth. Theſe two waies we may conceive that 
God may make known truth tothe minds of men. 1. By the immediate diſ- 
covery of ſomething, which could not otherwiſe be known but by immediate Re- 
velation : And of this nature were all thoſe futzre events which were re- 
vealed to the Prophets, and this I ſuppoſe you call ſ-ply prophetical; fo 
likewiſe all thoſe Dodrines which are of pure Aevelatior, z. e. ſuch as could 
never have been known, unleſs God had revealed them : of which kind 
there are ſeveral inthe Goſpel. 2. God -— diſcover ſuch things to the minds 
of men, which, though they might otherwiſe be known, yet not with that degree 
of certainty, as by this immediate aſſiſtance of Gods Spirit : Now this I tup- 
pole, is that you call Aralogicall prophetical, which you aſſert to differ no- 
thing at all from prophecy, in regard of Infallible truth and certainty, being 
by vertue of divine aſſiſtance and direFion. And this you fay a General 
Conncil hath, but not the former. | 
Now to convince you ofthe abſurdity of your aſſertions, I ſhall ſhew 
you theſe two things. 1. That this cannot be without an imenediate Revela- 
tion, 2. That being ſo, it cannot be diſcurſtve, as you ſay it is in the uſe of the 
means. I. That this cannot be without an immediate Revelation : for which 
I need nothing but your own aſlertions, vis. that this is a higher diſcovery 
of truth,than »atxre can ever attain to,or ordinary Grace;zand that it is ſuch 
as obliges all men to ar internal aſſent to it, when it is declared. Now I ſball 
defire you, or any of your party, to tell me, What difference there is be- 
tween this, and the Z»ſþiration which the > hadin writing the Books 
of Scripture, T mean not ſuch as contain propheſees in them, but thoſe which 
deliver to us the Goſpel of Chriſt : as for inſtaxce, in S. John ' Gefpel, he 
doth not pretend todeliver any thing which was not revealed before, but 
to give an account of the Do@rine and life of Chriſt. And fo that Irſþiratior 
was not ſixzply prophetical, as in writing the Prophecies in the Apocalyps, but 
Analogically to, in that ſuch an afliſtance of Gods Spirit, as made what he 
writ, to be as infallibly true and certain, as if it were a Prophecy, which are 
your own words concerning the 1»fallibility of Councils, Shew us therefore 
any rational difference between this kind of 7»fallibility, and that Inſpira- 
tion by which the Books of Scripture are written. If you ſay, the —_— 
| immediate 
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immediate and the other not, you beg the Queſtion : for I am provin 
that what you aflert, doth. neceſſarily imply , that it is as immediate 
as that which the Apoſtles had. Nay I will go yet further, ang 
fay it is as immediate” as that which the ApoStles themlelves. hag 
in Conncil. For when they faid, Jt ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt 
ard to ws, Can any thing more poſſibly be underſtood , then that 
the Spirit of God did o far aſſiſt their minds, that they ſhould not 
err in their Definitions ? And therefore when of late you arc grown (for- 
ſooth) ſomewhat jealous of the word Irfa/zbility, and you give us a grave 
advertiſement at the end of your Preface, that you do not mean by it an in- 
trinſecal unerring power in all things, in thoſe whom you account Infallible, but 
only that they never have erred, nor ſhall err in definitions of Faith ; you do 
not at all advantage your elves by it. For none roms conliderate ad- 


 verfaries do charge you ſo much with uſurping Gods incommunicable at- 


tribute of Infallibility, (which is thereby avoided becauſe you pretend to 
derive it from him) but that you challenge the ſame Infallibrlity which 
the Apoſtles had. And lo mult of neceſſity aflert as much of Divixe Enthy. 
fraſm and immediate revelation in your Church, as any of the Apoſtles them- 
ſelves had. 'For what ever they had, came by vertze of Chriſts promiſe,and 
that is all you fay for the Churches Infallibility : but that doth no more take 
itoff from being an 7w:cdiate revelation in the Church, then it did inthe 
Apoſtles. Ifyou ſay, The Church 3s only ſecured that it neither hath erred, 
nor can err in definitions of Faith, What more had the Apoſtles then this 2 
And if this inthemdid require an 7#zmediate inſpiration, certainly it muſt 
do ſoin the Church too. : Bur you fay, Neither Church nor Council do pub- 
liſh immediate revelations, nor create any new Articles of Faith, but only de- 
clare and unfold by their definitions, that dorine, which Chriſt and bis 4po- 
feles in ſome manner firſt delivered, But all ti Apolng It true,doth not 
hinder, but the Conrcils Infallibility mult imply an immediate revelation on 
the part of the Conrcil, though not of the DoFrine decreed by them. Fox 
granting the decrees of the Council are no new Articles of Faith (which is 
yet contrary to your own principles 3 for if by the definitions of Conncils 
that may be de fide which was not before, then the Conneils do make new 
Articles of Faith, though not mew DoFrines ) 7.e. that the matter of them ju 
Jome manner was before revealed, yet ſince you ſay the Conncil in declaring 
them, hath an Infallibility, equal to Prophecy, it muſt be by 3--medzate inſpi- 
ration. For, Hath the Conncil greater certainty, and higher afliſtance then 
any ordinary believer hath or not ? if not, it can be no more 1falible 
then an ordinary believer ; if it hath, it muſt be 7zz-medzate, becaule it 
hath a higher degree of certainty, then can be attained by the »ſe of 
means, Andto boy this, as you do exprefly, when you alert the Council 
fallible in the »/e of ears,but infallible in the nas 2 ,lsa moſt palpable 
Contradiftion, For, it isto aflert a certainty beyond and above the uſe of 
means, and yet not immediate. But herclyes your perpetual miſtake, as 
though nothing could be an 7z-medzate revelation, but what is a revelation 
of ſome DoFrine never revealed before : whereas if there be a further ex- 
planation of that DoGrine in as 1fal/ible a manner as the Apoſtles at firſt 
revealed it, that explanation is by as immediate a revelation, as the firlt 
diſcovery of it, As is clear in the Council of the Apoſtles, for T hope you 
will not deny, but the non-obligation of the ceremonial Law was 7 Jome 
manner revealed to them before; and yet I hope you will not ſay, but the 


Apoſtles had an immediate revelation as to what they decreed in that = 
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cl, It is very plain therefore, that when you ſay, General Councils neither 
have erred nor can err in their definitions, they uſurp as great a priviledge 
thereby as ever the Apoſtles had, and in order to it mult have as i#:mediate 
an « gp For, never was there any ſuch Tfal/ibility, either in the 
Prophets or Apoſtles, as did ſuppoſe an abſolute impoſſibility of errour ; but it 
was wholly hypothetical in caſe of Divine aſſiſtance, which hindred them 
from any capacity of erring ſo long as that continued with them and no 
longer. For,inſpiration was no permanent habit, but a tranſient aF in them; 
and that being removed, they were lyable to crrours as well as others ; 
from whence 1t follows, that where revelations were molt immediate, they 
did no more then what you aflume to your Church, viz. preſerve them fron 
aFual erronr in declaring Gods will, So that nothing can be more evident 
then that you challenge as great an yn and as imediate afſi- - 
ſtance of Gods Spirit in Councils as ever the Prophets and Apoſtle had. And ; 
therefore that Divine was in the right, of whom Cans ſpeaks, who aflert- ©9#%5: £5; 

ed, That ſince General Councils were Infallible, their definitions ought to be 

equalled with the Scriptures themſelves. And although Cans and others 

diſlike this. it is rather becauſe of the odinre which would follow it, than 

for any juſt reaſon they give, why it ſhould not follow. For they not on- 

ly ſuppoſe as great a Certainty br Tafallibility in the Decrees of both, but an 

equal obligation to internal aſſent in thoſe to whom they are declared. 

Which doth further prove, that the revelation muſt be izzmediate : for if 

by vertue of thoſe definitions, we are obliged to aſſert to the Doctrines 

contained in them as Infallibly true, there muſt be an i»-mediate Divine 

Authority which muſt command our Afext. For nothing ſhort of that 

can oblige us to believe any thing as of Divine revelation 5 now Councils 

require, that we muſt believe their definitions to be Divine truths, though 

men were not obliged to believe them to be fo, before thole definitions. 

For that 18 your expreſs Doctrine, That though the matters decreed in Conn- 

cils were in ſome manner revealed before, yet not ſo as to oblige all men with an 

explicite aſſent to believe them, but after the defintions of Comncils they 

arebound todoit. Sothat though there be not an obje@ newly revealed, 

yet there arileth a ew obligation to internal aſſent 5 which obligation can- 

not come but from iz-mediate Divine Authority, If you lay, The obligation 

comes not ſemply by vertue of the Conncils definitions, but by a command ex- 

tant in Scripture, whereby all are bound to give this aſſent to the decrees of 

Conncils;, ] then ſay, we muſt be excuſed from it, till you have diſcharged 

this zzew obligation upon your ſelt, by ovary ſome a_ teſtimony of 

Sc#ipture tothat purpaſe : which is, think ſufficient to keep our minds at 

liberty from this zzternal aſſert to the definitions of General Councils by 

vertue of any 1fallibility in them. And thus having more at large con- 

lidered the nature of this Infallibility which you challenge to General 

Councils, and having ſhewed that it implyes as immediate revelation as 

the ofthe had ; the ſecond thing 1s ſi iently demonſtrated, That this 

Infallibility cannot ſuppoſe diſeurſtveneſs with fallibility in the uſe of the means, 

becauſe theſe two are repugnant to each other. 

The next thing to be conſidered, is, Stapletons argument, why Councils - 

muſt be Prophetical in the concluſion 5 becauſe that which is determined by the 

Church is matter of Faith, and not of knowledge, and the aſſent required elſe 

would not be an aſſent of Faith, but an habit of knowledge, To which his 

Lordſhip Anſwers, That he ſees no inconvenience in it, if it be granted; for v.51; 

one and the ſy concluſion may be Faith to the believer, that cannot _ 
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and knowledge to the learned, that can, Which he further explains thug: 
Some ſupernatural principles which reaſon cannot demonſtrate ſimply, muſt be 
ſuppoſed in order to Faith ;, but, theſe principles being owned, reaſon being 
nby iulightned, that may ſerve to convert or convince Philoſophers, and 
the great men of reaſon in the very point of Faith where it is at the higheſt, 
This he brings down to the buſineſs of Councils ;, as to which, he laith, that 
the firſt immediate, fundamental points of Faith, as they cannot be proved 
ſimply by reaſon, ſo neither need they be determined by any Council, nor ever 
were they attempted, they areſo plain ſet down in Scripture. If about the ſenſe 
and true meaning of theſe, or neceſſary deduion out of the prime Articles of 
Faith, General Councils determine an thing, as they have done at Nice and 
the reſt ;, there is no inconvenience, that one and the ſame Canon of the Coun- 
cil ſhould be believed as it refle@s upon the Articles and grounds indemog. 
ſtrable ;, andyet known to the learned, by the means and proof, by which that 
deduttion is vouched and made good. And again the concluſion of a Council, 
ſuppoſe that in Nice about the conſubſtantiality of Chriſt with the Father, in it 
ſelf conſidered, is indemonſtrable by reaſon ; there (faith he) T believe, and 
aſſent in Faith : but the ſame concluſion if you grve me the ground of Scripture 
and the Creed (for ſomewhat muſt be ſuppoſed in all whether Faith or know« 
ledge )is demonſtrable by natural reaſon againſt any Arrian in the world, $9 
that he concludes, The weaker ſort of Chriſtians may aſſent by Faith, where: 
the more learned may build it on reaſon, the principles of Faith being ſuppoſed, 
This is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips Diſcourſe. In Anſwer to which, 
youtell us, That the Biſhop ſeems to broach a new Do@rine, that the aſſent of 
Faith may be an habit of knowledge. But ſurely (ſay you) Divine Faith is 
according to the Apoſtle, Heb. 11. an Argument of things which do not appear, 
viz. by the ſame means, by which we give this aſſent of Faith : otherwiſe our 
Faith would not be ſree and meritoriows. An Anſwer I muſt needs fay, 
hugely ſuitable to your principles, who are moſt- concerned of all men to 
ſet reaſon at a diſtance from Faith 3 and ſo you do ſufficiently in this Diſ: 
courſe of it. For it igno caſte matter tounderſtand what you mean, but 
that is not to be wondered at, ſince you make obſcurity to neceſlary to 
Faith. Divine Faith is (you ſay) an Argument of things which do not appear, 
viz. by the ſame means, by which we give this aſſent of Faith, Do you mean 
that the obje&s of Faith do not appear ? or that the reaſon of believing doth 
not ? If only the former, which is all the Apoſtle means ; that is no- 
thing to your purpoſe, for we are not enquiring, whether men may not 
believe the things which are not ſeen, but, whether the aſſent of Faith may 
not be conſiſtent with reaſon + which I am fofar from thinking any ſtrange 
doCtrine, that I cannot ſee how there can be an afſext of Faith without 
reaſon. And they muſt be ſuch great azeriters af Gods hands, as you are, 
who muſt think to oblige him with believing what you cannot under- 
ſtand, or ſee any ground inreafon for. For,afert being an a# of the mind 
cannot be elicited without ſufficient reaſon, perſwading the mind to it ; or 
elſe,it is ſo far rom being ſee, and as you (who are ſo loath to be beholding 
r10 God ) call it, meritorious, that it is brutiſh and irrational. Not that 
there are demonſtrations to be expected for every thing we believe, but 
there muſt be ſufficient reaſor for the rind to build its aſſent upon, and 
that reaſon js evidence, and that evidence deſtroyes that obſcurity which you 
make neceſlary to Faith. Evidence, I ſay, not of the obje, but of the 
reaſon'and obligation to aſſent. When you ſay, That Faith, as Faith, cannot 
be Knowledge, his Lordſhip grants it; but yet it doth not thence —_ 
what 
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what may be believed by one may not be known by another: and though 
Chriſt (as you add) did not ſet up a School of knowledge but of Faith, yet he 
did not ſet up a School of blind implicite Faith, but ſuch a one as con- 
fiſts of a rational and diſcurſive a& of the mind. You muſt not therefore 
expett that we ſhould believe the definitions of Councils becauſe they 
pretend to be Tsfallible,but you muſt firſt convince our reaſons that they 
are ſo, and then we ſhall aſſent to them. But you have very well con- 
trived your bufineſs,to have an obſcure, implicite Faith, for ſuch DoFrines 
which are ſo far from any evidence of Reaſon. 
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The denying the Infallibility of General Councils takes not away their uſe and 
Authority, Of the ſubmiſſion due to them by all particular perſons. How 
far external obedience is required in caſe they err. No violent oppoſition to 
be made againſt them. Rare Inconveniences hinder not the effets of a juſt 
power. It cannot rationally be ſuppoſed, that ſuch General Councils as are 
here meant ſhould often or dangerouſly err. The true notion of a General 
Council explained. The Freedom requiſite in the proceedings of it, The 
Rule it muſt judge by. Great difference between external obedience, and 
internal aſſent to the Decrees of Councils. This latter unites men inerrour, 
not the former. As great uncertainties ſuppoſing General Councils Infalli- 
ble as not. Not ſo great certainty requiſite for ſubmiſſion as Faith. Whe- 
ther the Romaniſts Dotrine of the Infallibility of Conncils, or ours, tend 
more to the Churches peace ? St, Auſtin explained. The Keyes according 
to him given to the Church, No unremediable inconvenience, ſuppoſing a 
General Council err. But errours in Faith are ſo, ſuppoſing them Infallible 
when they are not. The Church hath power to reverſe the Decrees of Gene« 
ral Councils, The power of Councils not by Divine Inſtitution. The un- 
reaſonableneſs of making the Infallibility of Councils depend on the Popes 
confirmation. No conſent among the Romaniſts about the ſubjed of Infalli- 
bility, whether in Pope or Conncil, No evidence from Scripture, Reaſon, or 

Antiquity, for the Popes perſonal Infallibility. 


| T HE firſt queſtion being thus diſpatched, I now come to the ſecond, «,, ; 
which is, Of what Uſe and Authority General Councils are in the 


Church, ſuppoſing them not Infallible © And here again two things are to be 
; examined ; firſt, How far General Conncils are to be ſubmitted to. Second- 
. ly, Whether our opinion or yours tend more to the peace of the Church ;, for 
1 both theſe his Lordſhip handles diſtinctly, and fo ſhall we. For the firſt, 
r nothing is more neceſſary then throughly to underſtand his Lordſhips 
g meaning, which he moſt tully delivers in theſe words. Gemeral Conneils ©: 245: 
It lawfully called and ordered and lawfully proceeding, are a great and awful re- 
Vs preſentation, and cannot err in matters of Faith, keeping themſelves to Gods 
d rule, and not attempting to make a new one of their own ;, and are with all 
"u ſabmiſſion to be obſerved by every Chriſtian where Scripture, or evident demon- 
he firation, comes not againſt them. Two things you mainly objeCt againſt 
of thisopinion. 1. That in caſe ſuch a Council err, it tends only to unite men 
at In errour, 2, Who ſhall be Judge of all thoſe conditions implyed in the Conn- 
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rils proceedings & tO theſe two, all that I can find material ſcattered up 
and down in-your Diſcourſe on this Subject, may be reduced. For the 
ſz, we wi confider the occaſion of his Lordſhips entrance into this 
ſubje# concerning G eneral Councils, how far they may err, or not, which he 
faith, is a queſtion of great conſequence in the Church of God, For to ſay they 
cannot err, leaves the Church not only without remedy 4Bainſt an errour once 
determin'd;, but alſo without ſenſe that it may need a remedy, and ſo without 
care to ſeek it, which is the miſery of the Church of Rome at this day. To ſay 
they can err, ſeems to expoſe the members of the Church to an uncertainty and 
wavering in the Faith, to make unquiet Spirits not only to airepet former 
Councils of the Church, but alſo to ſlight and contemn whatſoever they may now 
determine, Sothat, great inconveniencies appearing on both ſides, his 
Lordſhip endeavours to ſteer his courſe ſo as not to daſh on the rocks of 
either ſide, by betraying the Churches Faith in aſſerting their Infalibility, 
or the Churches peace by I them fal/ible, But as he could 
not ſee any reaſon to believe them I#fa{lible, ſo neither could he ſee any 
neceſſity that the Churches peace ſhould be broken, ſuppoſing them not ty 
beſo. And the moſt obvious objection being, If a General Council be fal- 
lible, what is to be done incaſe it ſhould err*For that, he propounds this Expe- 
dient, That the determination of a General Council erring was to ſtand in 
force, and to have external obedience at the leaſt yielded 10 it, till evidence of 
Scripture, or 4 — to the contrary made the errour appear ;, and 
untill thereupon another Conncil of equal authority did reverſe it, And he 
after explains what he means by this external obedience, viz. That which 
conſiſts in ſilence, patience, and forbearance yielded to it : which he builds 
on this reaſon, That Controverſies ariſing in the Church muſt have ſome end 
or they'l tear all in ſunder : therefore ſuppoſing a General Council ſhould err, 
and an erring Decree be by the Law it ſelf invalid, T would have ir, (ſaith he) 
wiſely conſidered again (ſuppoſing the Conncil not to err in Fundamental Veri- 
ty) whether it be not fit to allow a General Conncil that honour and privilede, 
which all other great Courts have; Namely that there be a declaration of the 
invalidity of its decrees, as well as of the Laws of other Courts, before private 
men can take liberty to refuſe obedience, T herctore he concludes, That this 
Seems moſt fit and neceſſary for the peace of Chriſtendom, unleſsin caſe the errour 
be manifeſt and intolerable, or that the whole Church upon peaceable and juſt 
complaint of this errour negle@ or refuſe to call a Council to examine it : and 
there come in National and Provincial Councils to reform for themſelves, 
Theſe words contain the full account of his Lordſhips opinion, which you 
charge with ſo zany interclaſhings and inconveniences, The firſt of which 
Is, That it tends only to oblige all the members of the Church to an Unity in 
errour againſt Scripture and demonſtration,during their whole lives, or rather 
to the worlds end, ſince ſuch an Utopian reFifying Council as the Biſhop here 
fancies, is morally impoſſeble ever to be had, and therefore you call it a ſtrange 
(not not ſay an impious ) dotrine, advanced without authority of Gods Word, 
or Antiquity, nay contrary to all ſolid reaſon. 

This being a charge of the higheſt nature and manag'd with fuchun- 
meaſurable confidence , we muſt ſomewhat further enquire into the 
grounds of his Lordſhips opinion,to ſee whether it be guilty of theſe crimes 
Or no. There are three things therefore muſt be cleared in order to his 


Lordfhips Vindication. 1. The deſign of his Diſcourſe. 2. The ſuppo- 


fitions he makes as to the proceedings of the Council, 3. The obligation 
of its decrees ſuppoſing that it ſhould err. 
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' 1. Thedefgn of his diſcourſe is to be conſidered 5 which is to remedy a 
ſuppoſable inconvenience, and to provide for the Churches peace. For the 
firſt queſtion in debate was, Whether a General Council might err,or no. In 
which his Lordthip gives ſufficient evidence from Scripture, Antiquity, and 
Reaſon, that it might. But then here comes an convenience to be re- 
moved 3 tor his Adverſary objects, What are we ther nearer to Unity after 4 
Conncil hath determin'd, ſuppoſing it may err £ To this hijs Lord(hip ſuits his 
Anſwer: wherein we ought to conſider, that the inconvenience objected 
is,0n his Lord(hips ſappoſetzons, one of the rara contingentia; and ſuch a one 
ought not to deſtroy a principle of Government inall other caſes uſeful 
and neceflary, For there cannot poſtibly be any way thought of for peace 
and Government, but there may be a ſuppoſition made of ſome notable 
inconvenience; but that not being neceſlary, nor immediately conſequent 
upon it, but ſomething which may happen and far more probably may nor, 
it ought not to hinder the obtaining of that, which 1s gencrally both uſe- 
ful and neceſlary. To give youa parallel caſe to this : It is granted on 
all hands that the czv7/ authority of a Nation 1s Fallible, and therefore we 
may ſuppoſe it aftually to err, and that fo far as to bind men by Law to 
ſomething in it ſelf unlawful. Will you ſay now, that the intent of civil 
authority isto bind men neceſlarily tofin ? I hope, you will not : but by 
this you may cafily ſce the fal/ary of your arguing againſt his Lordſhip 3 
for it is an Inconvenience indeed ſuppoſable, but not at all xcceſary ; if he 
had faid indeed, that Gemeral Councils muſt neceſlarily err, your Argu- 
ment had been ſtrong againſt him ; but as it 1s, it hath no more force 
againſt his aſlertion, then the ſuppoſition before made hath againſt civil 
authority. For that caſe may be eaſily put, that ſuch a L.uw may pals ; 
but,doth this hinder men from their obligation to duty and fubmithon to a 
juſt authority ? or, Will you have men prefently to renounce obedience, 
and to repeal ſuch a Law themſelves, and not rather in all wayes of duty 
and reverence to authority make known their juſt complaints and deſire 
a redreſs by the hands of Supream authority 2 And this is all which his 
Lordſhip aims at, that in cos a General Council ſhould err (which is nor 
calily imaginable upon his ſuppoſitions) it tends more to the Churches peace 
for private men not to oppoſe the Decrees of it, but to endeavour that 
another Gezeral Council be called to repeal it, and till then to preferve the 
Churches pcace, ſuppoſing the errour not manifeſt or intolerable. In this 
cale then there are two inconveniences put : the one of them is, That 
when a Coxrcil is ſuppoſed toerr, every particular man may be at liberty 
to oppoſe the Decrees of it, and fo put the Church into confulion; the 
other is, That though private men may know it to be an errour, yet they 
thould be patient till the Church by another Council may repeal 1t : now 
theſe two inconveniences being laid together, the queſtion 1s, Which is 
the greater ? His Lordſhip with a great deal of reaſox judges the former to 
be : becaufe in the latter caſe it is only a_ fencing of ſome lels neceſlary 
trath for ſome time ; but in the other it is an expoſing the Church to the 
fury of mens turbulent Spirits. But that which ſhews the unreaſonable- 
nels of your objection, That this is the way to bind the Church to an unior 
in errour, is, that this doth not neceſlarily follow from his Lord(hips 
opinion, but is only a caſe ſuppolable : and no rare Inconvenience 
ought to prejudice a general good : And the peace of the Church 
in ſuch a cale ought to be preferred before private mens fatis- 

faction, 
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f. 3 But this will further appear, if we conſider, ſecondly, the Suppoſitions his 
Lordſhip makes; for by that we ſhall ſce, how rarely incident this calc is + 
for, I hope, the ſuppoling that a Gezeral Conncil may crre, doth not ſuppeſe 
that it muſt neci{arily erre 3 and granting thoſe things which are luppoſed 
by him, it isa rarc caſe that it ſhould crre. For thee things are by him 
ſuppoſed. 1. That it muſt be a Council lawfully called and ordere: : and lo, 
not ſuch Councils as that of Trezt was, or any like it 5 wherein the Pops 
gives only a General Summons, and that it mult be called a Gereral Connil 
on that acccunt, how few Biſhops foeyer appear in it, nay, though rhe fr 
oreateſt part of the Chriſtian world be excluded from it : but it niuſt be 
tuch a Conncil as may be acknowledged to be General, by the gexeral Cop. 
ſent of the Chriſtzan world, For that we would make our Judge in the 
caſe; asit was in the four firſt Gereral Conncils, Not that we wanld 
ſtand upon Biſhops being actually preſent from every particular Cirreh, 
but that ſuch a number be preſent trom the greateſt Chrrcher,as may make 
it not be {uipcctcd to be meerly a Fadion, packed together tor the Intereſs 
of ſome potent Prelate ; but that they do lo indificrently mect from al! 
parts, that there may be no juſt ground of ſuſpicion, that they delign any 
thing but the common good of the Chriſtian world. And therctore we 

agknowledge the firlt four General Conncils to be truly ſuch, in our preſent 
ſente 3 neither do we quarrel at them, becaulc {o few Biſhops were pre (cnt, 
who lived out of the Roman Empire; tor, ſuppoſing the Church at the ſame 
freedom from particular Iztereſſes that it was then, and ſo great a number 
of Biſhops allembled together, we look on it to be ſo great and awful a Re- 
preſentation, that its determinations ought not tobe oppoſed by any faGiops 
or turbulent Spirits. And in cale ſome Biſhops be not preſent from ſome 
Churches, whether Eaſtern or Weſtern, yet it upon the publiſhing thoſe De- 
crees, they be univerſally accepted, that doth,expoſt-fafo, make the Council 
truly Occumenical, By this you ſce, what we mean by a Gemeral Council, 
And, for thecalling of it ; though welay,it ſhould be by the conſent of the 
chict Patrzarchs, yet the right and cuſtom of the ancient Church, clearly 
carrics it, that it ought to be ſummoned by the authority of Chriſtian 
Trinces : for, nothing can be more evident to ſuch, who will net ſhut their 
cyes again(t the cleareſt evidence, than that the firſt General Councils (be- 
fore the Pope had got the better of the Experours) were ſummoned by the 
Emperours command and authority ; | and fince the diviſion of the Expire 
into lo many Kingdoms and Principalities, the conſent of Chriſtian Princes 
is ncccilary on the ſame grounds. Neither ought it only to be a Gemeral 
Council, and lawfully called, but lawfully ordered too, viz. that no Prelate 
challenge himſelf ſuch a Preſedexcy not in, but over the Council, that his 1n- 
ſtrudions mult be locked on as the only Chart they mult fteer their comſe 
by ; andthatnothing be debated, but proponentibas Legatis. as it Was at 
irent - tor thelc things take away utterly that Freedozz which is neceſlary 
for a General Conncil. And therefore his Lordſhip juſtly requires, 2. That 
the Council do proceed lawfully 5 which it cannot do, if it be over-awed, as 

the ſec ond Fpheſine was by Dieſcorus and his party ; or if practices be uſed, 
as at Arizri7u# £5 but there mult be the greatclt freedom in debates, no 
canvaling {or votcs, but every one lutiered to deliver his judgement, with- 
vut prejudice or partiality, that thoſe who give their judegements, deli- 
ver their reaſons before, and not only appear 7» Pontificalibus, to give 
their Mapet, That the Biſhops preſent, be men of unqueltionable abilittes, 
and generally prelumed © be well acquainted with the matters ro - = 
ate 
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bated there : For otherwiſe nothing would be more catic, than for the 
more ſubti] men,under ambiguous exprefitons, 2nd fair pretences to bring 
over a great number of the reſt to them, who want cither judgement or 
learning enough todilcern their deſigns. And this is ſuppoled ro be the 
caſe of the Council at Ariminum, where the Occidental Biſhops, for want of 
 kearning were over-reached by the fubtilty of the Arrian party, 5. His 
Lordſhip ſuppoſes, That this Camcil keeps it ſelf to Gods Rule, nid not at- 
tempt to make a new one of their own : For 1n lo doing they commit an cr- 
rour in the firſt CorcoTion, which will be 27corrigivic aiterwards. And this 
1snot only reaſonable; but juſt and necctlary, becaute nothing can be a 
Rule of Faith, but what is of immediate 47vime Revelation 5, and this hath 
been the practice of the firſt General Connerls, which never owned or pro- 
cceded by any other Rule of Faith but this. Thele things being ſuppoted, 
May we not juſtly fay, That an erring determination of ſuch a Conrcil fo 
procecding, is a 7are caſe © Sirice we bclieve, that God will not deny to any 
particular perſon (who doth (incerely ſeek it) the knowledge of bis truth, 
much lets may we think he will do it to ſuch an awfl Kepreſcntation of the 
Chirch, when aſſembled together purpolcly for finding out that truth, 
which may be of ſo great conſequence to the Criſtian world, For both 
the truth of Gods promiſes, the goodneſs of God to hits people, and his pecuzar 
care of his Church, ſeem highly concerned, that fuch'a Council {hould not 
be guilty of any notorious errour. 

But, becauſe we deny not, but ſach a Conncil is fallible, thercfore we 
grant the caſe may be put, that ſuch a Corner! may erre 3 and the Queſticn 
is, What is to be done then ? Whether every particular perſon may oppoſe ſuch 
a determination, or ſubmit till another Council reverſe the Decrees of it. His 
Lordſhip aflerts the latter; and ſo we come to the eficCt of ſuch an errin 
Decree, which was the third thing to be ſpoken to. As to which, thels 
things muſt be conſidered, 1. That he doth not aſlert, that men are 
bound to believe the trath of that Decree, but not openly to oppoſe it, For ſo 
he ſpeaks expretly of external obedience, and at leaſt jo far as it conſiſts in 
ſilence, patience, and forbearance yielded to it. And thercfore you are 
orcatly deceived, when with ſuch confidence you allert, That this obliges 
all the members of the Church to unity in erronr ;, tor that is only conſequent 
upon your principle, that the Decrecs of General Conncils are to be be- 
lieved by an iztermal Aſſert : for this indeed would neceltarily oblige them 
to #nily ir7 errour , but the moſt that is conſequent on his Lordſhips Opi- 
nion, is, that in fuch cafes wherein a Gemeral Council hath erred, men 
ought rather to be flert tor a time as to ſome truth, than to break the 
Churches peace, In the mean time he doth not deny, but that men may be 
bound to follow their own judgements in the diſcovery of truth; nay.and 
they may uſe all means contiſtent with the Churches peace, to promote that 
truth ; tor he allows that juſt complaints may be made tothe Church for re- 
verſmg the decrees of the former Council, and this cannot be without dit- 
covcring theerrour of that Council. And I hope this liberty of diflent 
and juſt complaint, is ſufficient to keep all the members of the Church 

. from bcing united in Errowr, And, I pray Sir, What caule is there now 
for ſuch hzdeows ont-cryes, that this is ſuch a ſtrange and impious Dodrine, 
againſt Scripture, Antiquity, and ſolid Reaſon, which appears, for all that I 
can ſce, very juſt and realonable, taking it in the way which he explains 
himſelt in, Bur, whereas you obje&t, That this will keep men in errour to 
Ihe worlds end, becauſe ſuch a Conncil is morally impeſſuble 3, it is eaſte tothew 
you, 
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you, that if the re&fying Conncil be impoſlible;the Gemeral erring Conneil 
is equally impoſſible : thercfore there 15no danger coming that way nej- 
ther. And that ſuch Gezeral Conneils are grown luch morally inipcſible 
things, we may 1n a great meaſure thank your Church tor it, Which hares 
as much ſuch a trxe reFifying Council (as you call it) as the Conrt of Roms 
does a thorow Reformation. For, all your deltgn is, to periwade men, that 
thoſe only are General C onncils.which have the Popes Surmzmons.and where- 
in he rules, and, in eftc&, does all 3 and to perlwade men to belicycthe De. 
crecs of ſuch Councils, is the moſt effeftual way in the world to vnite wey 
in the belief of errours to the worlds end, For, as long as the Popes Intereſt 
can carry it, to be ſure, all re& ifying Conncils, {hall be (as you lay) Utopian 
too; for he will prevent, if potible,their ever appearing in Exrope, There. 
fore all this diſcourle of his Lordſhip doth ſuppoſe ſuch a fiate of the 
Church, as that was in the time of the Nicene Conncils, and after ; when 
there might be a liberty of calling ſuch Councils, that incaſe one errs, ang- 
ther might be ſummoned to reverte it. But this 1s not to be expected in 
fece Romnli, inthis ſtate of the Chriſtian world, that there ſhould be ſi;ch 
a General Conncil fo called, and ſo proceeding as he ſuppoſes, and there- 
tore there is no fuch danger of being united in erronr, by vertue of its De- 
crees ; but if the ſtate of things would bear ſuch a Corncil to decreeing, 
we miglit as well think it would bear another to reverſe it, it need were, 
and then his Lordſhips ſuppoſition would come to act, that in the inter- 
ſtice of thole Conncils, private men ought not to oppole the Decrees of 
the former, but patiently wait till the latter reverſe them. Burt,as thing) 
arenow inthe Chriſtian world, his Lordſhip doth not ſuppoſe thar any 
Conncil hath ſuch a power to oblige, becauſe it calls it ſelf a Gemeral Conn- 
cil; but a truly Gezeral Conncil being, as you ſay, morally impoſſible, no- 
thing is left but that the Chxrch reform it elf by parts, and wait togive an 
account of its proceedings therein, till uch a Gexeral Conncil as we be- 
fore deſcribed, be aflembled in the Chriſtian world. Thus we fee, how 
vain and empty your firſt Obje&tion is, That ſrom his Lordſhips opinion, it 
would follow, that the Church muſt be united in errour, which 1s only the 
direct conſequent of your own aflertion, that men are bound to believe 
the Decrees of thoſe you call General Conncils to be Infallible, 
Your ngxt great Objection is, That this DoFrine expoſes all to uncertain- 
ties 5 for, Who ſhall be judge, whether it be a lawful Council, and proceeds law- 
fully © Whether the errours be fundamental and intolerable or no £ Whether 
there be Scripture and demonſtration againſt them or no? For, if every man 
be judge, there ean be noſuch ſubmiſſion to any General Conncil, This is the 
torce of the many words, which,in ſeveral places, you ſpend upon this ſub- 
ject; and theretore I ſhall conſider them together. I anſwer therefore, 
1. In general, it this be ſo intolerable an inconvenience, it is unavoidable 
upon your own principles : and therefore it is unreaſonable to object that 
toancther, which you cannot quit your ſelf of, For you fay, That the 
Infallibility of General Councils confirmed by the Pope, is the belt way to end 
Controverlicsz but there isnor one term in the main Propoſition, but 1s 
liable tothe ſame uncertainty which you here object to his Lordſhip; for, 
i. Youdonot ſay, that all Conncils are Intallible, but only General Conn- 
cils, Who then ſhall be judge, whether the Comncil you would have me 
belicvc, be Gereral or no ? You do net lay, that all muſt be there to make 
a General Council, but the Popes General Summons is ſufficient : But, Who 
zmſt be judge, whether that be ſufficient or no © You ſay fo ; but, I tee - 
reaſon 
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reaſon for it, Muſt you be my jzdge, or I my own? If I may be my own 
judge, fo muſt every one elle, and ſo every man is left to believe what 
Conncils to be General he pleaſe himſelf. 2. You ſay, General Conncils are 
Isfallible : Who muſt be judge of that too ? Muſt the Conncil be infallibly 
believed in it 2 But that is the thing in @xeſtion, Muſt the Pope be judge? 
But 0 #241 (you ſay ) is bound to believe him Infallible without the Council, 
Muſt the Scripture be judge ? Bur, Who muſt Judge what the ſenſe of the 
Scripture is? 3. Who mult be judge in what ſenfe,and how far the Conncil is 
Infallible? Who mult judge, how the Council comes to be Infal/ible in the 
Concluſion, that was fallible inthe »ſe of the means? And when any Con- 
troverſic ariſes concerning the #2eartirg of the Decrees of the Council, Who 
mult be judge, which is the Infallible ſexſe of tkem ? for there is but one 
ſenſe Infallible, though the words may bear many, and unleſs I know which 
isthe 7»fallible ſenſe, I am not bound to yield my aſſert to it. But, Who 
muſt decide this ? The Councilcannot ; for that leaves no expoſition with 
the decrees. The Pope cannot ; for he is not 7fallible without the Conncil, 
So that (ti]l it falls to every mans private reaſon, to judge of it. 4. Who 
muſt be judge,that the Popes Confirmation is neceflary to make the Decrees 
Infallible ? Not the Conncil without the Pope, nor the Pope without the 
Conncil; for, you ſay, We are not bound to believe them Infallible, but as they 
are together, And together they cannot, for that is the Queſtion, Why not 
a Council without the Fopes Confirmation, as well as with it 2 and; When did 
Pope and Conncil determine, that no Conncil without the Pope, is Infallible? 
but the contrary hath been determined by a Comncil, viz. that a Conncil is 
above the Pope, and conſequently needs not his Confirmation. So that for 
all your pretending to end Controverſies, you leave men at as great un- 
certaintiesas any whatſoever. Being not able to reſolve ſome of the moſt 
neceſſary Queſtions, in order to the Churches peace, according to your 
own principles. 

2. [anſwer more particularly, that his Lordſhips opinion doth not ex- 
pole near to ſo great nncertainties as yours doth ; upon this reaſon, becauſe 
you requiring an #ternal aſſent to the Decrees of Councils, and Tnfallible 
Certainty in all that men believe, wuſt of neceſſity leave men inthe greateſt 
perplexities, where you cannot give them that kind of Certaizty on which 
they may build their Faith ; but,his Lordthip only requiring external obe- 
dience to the Decrees of Councils, a far lels degree of Certainty will be ſuf- 
ficient. That is, ſuch a kind of Moral Certainty, as things of that nature 
are capable of, You ask then, Who ſhall be judge, whether a Council were 
lawfully called, and did lawfully proceed or no © 1 anſwer, let every man be 
judge according to the general ſenſe and reaſon of mankind. If there were 
ſufficient authority for calling them together,accurding tothe known pra- 

. ice of the Church; if there was no plain ground of ſuſpicion of any pra- 
Giſes by the power of any particular Prelate; no complaints niade of it, ei- 
ther in, or after the Council; if there be no plainevidence that it takes any 
other Rules for its Decrees, but the Scripture, then weſlay, They are 
bound to yield external obedience to them, ſuppoſing the Council general- 
ly received in the Chriſtian world for a /awf#l and General Council. If you 
ask again, How ſhould it be known when errours are manifeſt and intolerable, 
ard when not £ We here _ to Scripture interpreted by the concurrent 
ſenſe of the Primitive Church, the common reaſon of mankind (ſuppoſing 
the Scriptureto be the Kule of Faith) the conſent of wiſe and learned men 
which certainly will prevent the exorbitances and capricious humours of 

any 


» 


os. 6; 


54.0 


Of the Uſe and eAuthority Part III. 


P. 262, 


S. 6. 


P, 25JZo 


P. 254. 


P. 3$6- 


P. 257. 


———— 


any phantaſtical Spirits,which may cry out, Thatthe moſt received truths, 


ever ſince Chriſtianity was in the world, are iztolerable errours, If you 
are reſolved yet further to ask, Whoſhall be judge what a neceſſary reaſon ox 
demonſtration is His Lordſhip tells you, I think plain enough,from Hookey 

what is under{tood by it, viz. ſuch 4s being propoſed to any man, and undex. 
ſtood, the mind cannot chuſe but inwardly aſſent to it. And, Do you require 
any other judge but a mansown reaſon in this caſe ? But, you ſay, Other, 
call their arguments demonſtrations ; but let them ſubmit to this way of 
tryal, and they may ſoon be convinced that they are not. Still you'f 


They will not be convinced, but will break the peace of the Church, ſuppoſing 


they have ſufficient evidence for what they ſay. But if men will be unrea- 
ſonable, who can help it 2 Can you, with telling them Comrcils are Jn. 
fallible 2 I doubt you would hear of more arguments than you could wel] 
ſatisfic againſt that preſently. We appeal then to the common reaſon of 
mankind, Whether it be not a far probable way to end Controverſies, ty 
perſwade men in diſputable matters, to yield external obedzence to the 
Decrees of a lawful General Council , than to tell them, they are bound tg 
believe whatever they decree to be infal/ibly true £ And therefore you are 
very much miſtaken, whe you ſay, His Lordſhip declines the main Hueſtion, 
which is, of the neceſſty of ſubmitting to a living Judge, or a definitive ſen- 
tence, in caſe two parties, equal for learning and integrity, both pretend ty 
equal evidence for what they ſay ;, tor his Lord{hip doth not deny, bur that 
in ſuch a caſe the ſubmitting to a definitive ſentence, may be a reaſonable 
way toend the Comtroverſie ; but then the diflercnce between you lyes in 
two things. 1. That you would bind men to internal aſſent to the Decrees 
of a Council, as being infallible; but his Lordſhip faith, They bind to exter- 
zal obedience,as being theSupremeſt Judicatory can be expedited in the Church, 
2. You pretend, that Councils called and confirmed by the Pope, are thus In- 
fallible, and our Supreme Judge in matters of Faith ; h1s Lordſhip jultly de- 
dies that, and ſayes, T hat a Free General Conncil obſerving the ſame condi- 
tions which the firſt did, is the only equal and indifferent Judge. So that the 
Queſtion is not ſo much, Whether ſhall be a /zving Judge ? as, Who ſhall 
be he? and, How far the definitive Sentence binds ? and, What is to be 
done, incaſe there cannot be a free and indifferent Judge ? for in this caſe 
we ſay, Every Charch is bound to regard her own purity and peace, and, 
in = of corruptions, to proceed to a Keformation of them, 
We now come to the remaining Equiry,which is,hether your DoFrine, 
or onrs, tends more tothe Churches peac: £ For clearing of this, his Lord- 
ſhip premiſes theſe things by way of Conſiderations, 1. That there js n 
neceſſity of any ſuch Infallibility in the Church, as was in the Apoſiles. 2, That 
what Infallibility or Authority belongs to the Church, doth primarily reſide in 
the whole body of the Church, and not in aGeneral Council. 3. That in caſe a 
General Council erre, the whole Church hath full Authority to repreſent her ſelf 
in another Council, and ſo to redreſs what was amiſs either pradijed, or con- 
eluded. And ſo upon theſe principles his Lordſhip faith, Here zs a ſufficient 
remedy for what is amiſs, and yet no infringing any lawful Authority in the 
Church: and yet he grants, as the Church of England doth, that a General 
Council may erre, But he faith, It doth not follow, becauſe the Church may 
erre, therefore ſhe may not govern. For the Church hath not only a Paſtoral 
Power to teach and dire@, but a Pretorian alſo, to controll and cenſure too 
where errours or crimes are againſt points fundamental, or of great conſe- 
quence, Thus he repreſents the advantages which follow upon his opi- 
» NIOn, 
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nion, after which he comes to the diladvantages of yours. But we muſt 
firſt conſider, what you have to object againſt what his Lordſhip hath 
here delivered. To the firſt you ſay nothing, but that Stapleton and Bel- 
larmin attribute more Infal/ib:lity to the Church, than his Lordſhip doth, 
which is an excellent way to prove the neceſlity of it, if you had firſt 
proved thoſe two Authours Infallible. To the ſecond, your Anſiver is 
more large 3 for his Lordſhip to confirm what he faid, That the power 
and authority given by Chriſt, Iyes in the whole CExrch, produces that 
faying of S. Auſtin, That S. Peter did not receive the Keyes of the Church , 
but 4s ſuſtaining the perſon of the Church ; from whence he proves again(t 
Stapleton , That it is not to be underſtood finally only for the good of the 
Church, but that the primary and formal right is in the Church, For he that 
receives a thing in the perſon of another, receives it indeed to his good and 
uſe, but in his right too. Tothis you antwer from Bellarmin, That there js 
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a twofold repreſenting or bearing the perſon of another,The one Parabolical.and «© 1. 


by way of meer figure and ſuppoſition only ; as Agar repreſented the people of 
the Jews under bondage of the Law, &*c. The other hiſtorical and real, viz. 
when the perſon repreſenting, has right or relation @ parte rei, in and towards 
the thing repreſented , by vertue wherecof, it bears the perſon of the thing re- 
preſented : Now S. Peter, ſay you, ſuſtained the perſon of the Church in this 
latter ſenſe, really and hiſtorically, and not parabolically, and in figure, i, e, he 
received the Keyes as Head of the Church; though that Reception were ordain- 
ed for the good of the whole Church, But Sir, our enquiry is not, How ma- 
ny waies one may imagine a Repreſentation to be made, but, What kind of 
Repreſentation that is, which is ſuitable to S. Auſtin's meaning? That 
there may be an A/egorical Repreſentation, no body denies : bur I cannot 
imagine, How it can belong to this place ; or, Whoever meant that S. Pe- 
ter ſtood here for an A/egory of the Church, and therefore the members of 
your diſtinction are not appolite. For thoſe who atlert, that S, Peter did 
ſuſtain the perſon of the Church, in his Lordſhips ſenle,do yet acknowledge 
that he did it hi/torict, and not parabolice, as you ſpeak, 7.e. the donation 
was really made to him 3 but then the Queſtion is, In what right or capa- 
city it was made to him, Whether in his perſonal or repreſentative capaci- 
ty? For, thele are the two only proper members of a diſtinction herc. 
$t. Auſtin ſaith,not only in that place, but in very many others, that S. Fe- 
ter did ſuſtain the perſon of the Cherch when Chriſt ſaid tohim, I will give 
thee the Keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven Now the Queſtion is, In what 
ſenſe he ſuſtained the perſor: of the Church? You ſay, In his own right as 
Head of the Church: We ſay, As a publick perſon repreſenting the Church, not 
parabolically (for that is no ſuſtaining the perſon at all) bur really and hiſto- 
rically, And that S. Auſtin means, As a pwblick perſon, appears by the other 
expreſſions in the places cited, that he did univerſam ſignificare Eccleſram, 
fignifie the whole Church ; and that thoſe things which are ſpoken of re- 
ter, Non habent illuſtrem intelleFum niſt cum referuntur ad Feclefiam cujus 
ille agnoſciturin figurd geſtaſſe perſonam, Have no clear ſenſe, but when they are 
referred to the Church, whoſe perſon be did bear. Can you lay this of a King, 
who receives the Keyes of a Town, whereof he takes poſſeſſton for himſelf, though 
it be for the good of the Kingdom ;, that he ſignifies the whole Kingdom m it, 
and that it cannot have any clear ſenſe, but when it is applied to the Kingdon: 
. which be repreſents £ No, this cannot be ; for the King takes policthion in 
his own fill right,and it is not the poſſeſſzon,but the adminiſeration,winich 15 
referred properly to the good - the Kingdom, But this might be mooy 
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ſaid of a Duke of Venice, that he takes poſleſſion of a Town in the perſon of 
me State, and that the proper ſenſe is, that the State took poſſeſſion, and 
he only repreſenting it. Sothat the full right lyes in the body of the State 


w__ | 
but he as chief rember repreſents the whole. And this is that which $, x. 


ſtin means, when he faith, That S. Peter repreſented the Church, proprey 


primatum, for the Primacy which he had amongſt the Apoſtles. 7 e. ſuch a 
Primacy of order, whereby he was fitteſt to repreſent the whole Church. 
For it is impoſlible to concerve that he ſhould mean that S. Peter ſhould 
receivethis as Head of the Church, when you acknowledge that he yas 
not Head of the Church.till after the Keyes Were grven him, For,you lay,The 
performance of Chriſt s Promiſe, in making him Head of the Church, was not 
till after his re/arreFior. But, Will you ſay, the Church had no power of 
the Keyes till thenz and then only finally too, and not formally ? What be- 
came then of the power ot the Keyes at S. Peters death, If only formally in 
him, and not inthe Chyrche What becomes of them at the death of eve. 
ry Pope £ Will you ſay,as Bellarmin doth, that C kriſt takes them,and gives 
them to his Succeſiour > But he muſt be ſure to wait t11]l the Cardinals 
agree, To whom he mult give them. Nothing then could be further from 
S. Auſtin's meaning, than that S. Peter received the Keyes, as Head of the 
Church, and fo, that he repreſented the Church only finally; whereas his ex- 
prefltons carry it, that he means the formal rieht of them was conveyed to 
the Church, and that S. Peter was only a pablick perſon, to reccive them in 
the name of the Charch. But, whatever S. Auſtin's meaning, was, the 
ſtrength of his Lordihips aſſertion doth not ſtand or fall with that; for 
t!;-re are arguments ſufficient befides to prove, that the Authority for £0- 
werxing the Church, was not committed formally to S, Peter, much lels to 
any pretended ſucceſiour, but that it primarily and formally reſides in 
the whole body of the CExrch, And, were that the thing to be here dilpu- 
ted, you muſt not think to take it for granted, that if the Keyes were gi- 
ven perſonally toS. Peter, by them was meant the Swpreme Authority of go- 
verning the Church, excluſively of the other Apoſtles. 

To the third Confideration, you anlwer, That in caſe a General Council 
erre, there can be no redreſs for errour in Faith ;, for if one Council may erre, 
Jo may another, and a third, and afourth,&c. This indeed is very ſuitable 
to your Doctrine from the beginning, that a man can be certain of 
nothing but what it is impoſſible ſhould be otherwiſe. I hope you are 
certain your ſelf, you do not erre; but I ſuppoſe you do not think it in- 
poſſeble you ſhould : So, although we do not think it impoſſible, a Comncil 
ſhould erre, yet we may be certain it doth not : and, ſuppoſing it ſhould, 
we donot tay, It is impoſſible that a Cowncil ſhould not erre, ſo that ano- 
ther Council may correct the errour of the former. And doubtleſs men 
may be certain of it too; if, as his Lordſhip faith, plain Scripture, and 
evident demonſtration be brought againſt the former errour. But theſe 
are ſtrange DoCtrines, that becauſe a Council may erre, therefore a Council 
can never afiord remedy againſt inconveniencies, For, one great incon- 
ventence is, the breaking the Churches peace © that, is remedied by the Conn- 
cils Authority ; another is, errour in Faith, that may be remedied by ano- 
ther Council: No, ſay you, for that may erre too; but, Doth it follow that 
It 22ſt erre £ or, Is it probable that it ſhould erre? if the former errour 
beſo diſcovered, and the Council fo proceed as his Lordſhip ſuppoſes. For 
your other difiiculty about the calling another General Council, | have an- 
lwered it already, when-I ſhewed, what we meant by a General Conncil, 
and 
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and when it was /awſuly call d., When you after add, That the Church ne- 
ver repreſented her ſelf in another Council but where the former Council was 
unlawful 5 and inſtance in the Councils of Ariminum and Epheſus : you fay 
the ſame which his Lordſhip doth, for thele Councils were theretore ac- 
counted unlawful becauſe erroneows and fatiows, and he never allerts the 
neceſlity of calling a ew Conncil, but inthole two caſes. Burt if you would 
have us account none ſuch, but whom you do, you muſt excuſe us till we 
ſee greater reaſon for it then we do yet : and fo likewiſe tor what follows, 
that the Conneils which refified the errours of thoje were called by the Popes 
authority, as that of Trent and others were, which to ſpeak mildly is a grols 
untruth. 
You urge from his Lordſhips granting, That the Church hath a Pretorian 
power to controul and cenſure too, where erronrs or crimes are againſt points 
Fundamental or of great conſequence ;, that therefore he and all Proteſtants 
are juſtly cenſured by the Roman Church for oppoſing thoſe Dolrines which 
are with her Fundamental and of great #onſequence, But {till there is no 
difference with you between the Roman Church and the Catholick;, be- 
tween Papal Councils, and Free and General; between what ſhe judges 
Fundamental,and what all are bound to judge ſo. 1t you prove then, that 
we are bound to rely only on the judgement of your Church, your conle- 
quence is good; but otherwiſe it is tyed with a rope of ſand, and therefore 
wedo not fear the laſhes of it. And the ſame tault runs through your 
ſubſequent diſcourſe, in which you ſuppole the Church Infallible in all ſhe - P. 26g, 
propounds, which you know is conſtantly denyed, and hath been at large 
diſproved in our firſt Part. For, the ground of your reſolution of Faith 
being removed, I ice the Fabrick of your Church falls down with it. For 
take but away your pretence of Trfa/ibility, and your confounding the 
Catl olick and Roman Cnrch ; all the reſt moulders, as not being able to 
ſtand without them. But that 1s ſtill your way, if any thing be ſaid of 
the Catholick Church, we muſt preſently underſtand. it of yours ; fothat it 
cannot be laid in any ſenſe that the Church js without ſpot or wrinkle, but by 
you it muſt be underſtood preſently ofthe Do@rine of the Roman Catho- 1,4 
lick Church univerſally received as a matter of Faith : but till you prove 
not only your two former allertions, but that St. _—_— underſtood thole 
words ever inthat ſenſe, your vindication of that place in him concerning 
It, will appear utterly 1mpertinent to your purpole. And his Lordthips 
allertion may ſtill ſtand good, That the Church on earth is not any freer ſroxz 
wrinkles in Dofrine and Diſcipline, then ſhe is from ſpots in life and Con- 
ver/ation. 
Having thus vindicated his Lordſhips way from the objections you g, 8. 
ratſed againſt it, we muſt now conſider how well you vindicate your own 
from the arreaſonableneſf he charges it with, in ſeveral particulars. 1. That yp, , 
if we ſuppoſe a General Council Infallible, and it prove not ſo, but that an er- : 
rour in Faith be concluded ; the ſame erring opinion, which makes it think it 
ſelf Tnfallible, makes the erronr of it irrevocable, and ſo leaves the Church 
without remedy, To this you Anſwer, Grant falſe antecedents and falſe P. 265: 
premiſes enow , and what al ſurdities will not be conſequent, and fill up the 
concluſion £ But you clearly miſtake tlie preſent bulinels ; which is not, 
Whether Comncils be Infallible or no 2 but, Whether opinion belyable to 
greater Inconveniencics, that which aſlerts that they may, or that they 
cannot,err 2 Will you have your ſuppoſition of the Infal/ibility of Conncils 
taken for a fr? principle, or a thing as true as the Scriptures? So you 
Lzz ? would 
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would ſeem indeed, by the ſuppoſing the Scriptures not to be Gods Word 
which you _— as the parallel, to the ſuppoſing General Conncils fallible, 
But will you fay the one is as evident and built on as good reaſon, and ag 
much agreed on among Chriſtzars.,as the other is ? I ſuppoſe, you will not 
and therefore it was very abſurd & unreaſonable to ſay,Swppoſmng the Word 
of God were not ſo,errours would be irrevocable,as if General Conncils were ſup. 
poſed Infallible and proved not ſo. But this 18a Queſtion you grant to be dif. 
putable among Chriſtians, and will you not give us leave to makea ſup. 
poſition that it may prove not ſo ? You muſt conſider, we are now en- 
quiring into the converiencies of theſe two opinions, and in that caſe it jg 
neceſlary to make ſuch ſuppoſitions : And let any reaſonable man judge 
what opinion can be more pernicious to the Church then yours is, ſuppo- 
ſing it not to be true : for then it will be neceflary for men to aſlent to 
the groſſeſt erronrs, as the moſt Divine and Tafal/ible truths : and there cay 
be no remedy imagin'd for the redrefs of them. It then the Inconveni- 
ence of admitting it be ſo great, men had need look well to the grounds 
on which it is built. And I cannot ſee any reaſon men can have to admit 
any 1»fallible proponent in matters of F aith to the Church, but on as great 
and as clear evidence, as the Prophets and Apoſtles had, that they were 
ſent from God. For the danger may be as great to believe that to be 
Trfallible which is not, as not to believe that to be rfallible which is : for 
the believing anerrour to be a Divine truth, may be as dangerous to the 
ſouls of men, as the not believing ſomething which is really revealed by 
God. But to be ſure, thoſe who ſee no reaſon to believe a Gereral Council 
to be Trfallible, cannot be obliged to'afſent to errours propoundcd by it; 
but ſuch who believe it 7zfa#7ble muſt what ever the errours be, ſwallow 
them down, without queſtioning the truth of them. And it argues how 
conſcious you are of the ta lenel of your principles, that you are fo loath 
to have them'examined, or ſo much asa ſuppolition made that they ſhould 
not prove true : Whereas truth alwayes invites men to the molt accurate 
ſearch into it. We ſcethe Apoſtles bid men ſearch, whether the things 
they ſpake were tre or no ; and thoſe are moſt commended who did it 
moſt, and I hope men were as much bound to believe them 7rfallible as 
General Councils, But we ſce how unreaſonable you are, you would ob- 
trude ſuch things upon mens Faith, which muſt lead them into unavoid- 
able erronrs if tallc, and yet not allow men the liberty of examination, 
whether they be t#rxe or no. But ſuch proceedings are ſo far from ad- 
vancing ycur caule, that nothing can more prejudice it among rational 
and inquiſitive men. 

His Lord{hip for the clearing this, proceeds to an Inſtance of an error 
defined by one of your Gezeral Councils, viz. Communion in one kind ; 
but that we ſhall referve the diſcuſſion of, to the enſuing Chapter; 
which is purpoſely allotted for the diſcovery of thoſe errours which have 
becn defined by ſuch as you call Gemreral Councils, Therefore I pro- 
cced. | 

2. His Lordſhip faith, Tour opinion is yet more unreaſonable, becauſe no 
Bodz-colleive, whenſoever it aſſembled it ſelf, did ever give more power to the 
repreſenting body of it, then a binding power upon it ſelf and all particulars; 
or ever did it give this power otherwiſe, then with this reſervation in nature, 
that it would call again, and reform, and, if necd were, abrogate any Law, 0r 
ordinance upon juſt cauſe made evident that the repreſenting Body had failed 
in iruft, or trutÞ, And this power no Body-colleve.cccleſraſtical or civil,can 
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put out of it ſelf, or give away to a Parliament, or Conncil, or call it what you 
will that repreſents it. To this again you Anſwer, This is only to ſuppoſe 
and take for granted, that a General Conncil hath no Authority, but what is 
meerly delegate from the Church Univerſal which it repreſents. 1 grant, this 
is ſuppoſed in it, and this is all which the nature of a reprelentative body 
doth imply; if you ſay,there is more thenthat, you are bound to prove it. 
Yes, ſay you, We maintain its Authority to be of Divine Inſtitution, and 
when lawfully aſſembled to at by Divine right, and not meerly by deputation 
and conſent of the Church. But if all the proot you have tor it, be only 
that which you refer us to in the precedent Chapter, the palpable weak- 
neſs of it for any ſuch purpoſe hath been there fully laid open. His Lord- 
ſhip faith, That the power which a Conncil hath to order, ſottle and define 
differences ariſing concerning Faith, it hath not by any Immediate Inſtitution 
from Chriſt, but it was prudently taken up by the Church from the Apoſtles ex- 
ample. Sothat to hold Councils to this end, is apparent Apoſtolical Traditi- 
on written : but the power which Councils have, is from the whole Catholick 
Church, whoſe members they are, and the Churches power ſfom God. You ſay, 
True it is, the calling ſuch aſſemblies was taken up, and hath for its pattern the 
example of the Apoſtles, Abt. 15. get ſurely there is little doubt to be made, 
but the Apoſtles had both direion and precept too, for doing it ſo often as juſt 
occaſion required, from Chriſt himſelf. The whole force of which Antwer 
lyes in thoſe well placed words, Surely there 3s little doubt to be made ; for 
as to any thing of reaſon, you never offer at it. Juſt ſuch another of Be/- 
larmins Sine dubio's comes after 5 Thoneh a General Conncil be the Church 
repreſentative, and do not meet, or aſſemble together hic & nunc, but by order 
and deputation from man : yet it follows not, but the power and authority by 
which they a when they are met may be ſrom God, as doubtleſs it is, Can 
any man have the face to queſtion, Whether the Authority of Gezeral 
Councils be of Divine Inſtitution or no, when you ſay, Tes ſurely, there js 
no doubt to be made of it, doubtlesit is 2 We do not queſtion,as you would 
ſeem to imply afterwards, Whether the people or the Paſtours have right to 
ſend to General Councils, but what ground you have to aflert,that Gemeral 
Councils are an immediate Divine Inſtitution, But I muſt needs lay, I ne- 
ver ſaw any thing affirmed oftener, and offered to be proved lets, then 
that is here : and yet as though you had done it invincibly you trium- 
phantly proceed 3 Gemeral Councils then, are a principal and neceſſary part 
of that Eccleſiaſtical Hierarchy which Chriſt inſtituted for the Government of 
bis Church, and not an humane Expedient only, taken up by the Church her ſelf 
meerly upon prudential conſiderations, as the Biſhop will needs conceive, It 
ſtrangely puzzles me to find out any thing that Particle ther relates to; 
and after all my fearch can find nothing, but ſrely, without doubt, and 
doubtleſs. 1 pray Sir,think not ſo meanly of us, that we ſhould take theſe 
for Arguments or Demonſtrations : Deal fairly with us, and if we fall 
by the force of reaſon, we yield our felvesup to you. But you are very 
much deccived, if you think theſe things are taken tor proofs with us : we 
can eaſily diſcern the weakneſs of your cauſe through the moſt contident 
affirmations, If you had brought any Law of Chriſz, appointing that Ge- 
neral Councils (ſhould be inthe Church, any Apoſtolical precept, preſcribing 
orgiving dircCtiqns concerning them, you had done ſomething ; but, not 
lomuch as to offer at a proof, and yet conclude it as confidently as if it 
were impoſlible to refiſt the force of your Demonſtrations,is an evidence, 
that either you know your caule to be weak,or ſuppoſe us to be ſo, Much 
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ſuch another diſcourle is that which follows, wherein you pretend to give 
a reaſon, Why what is defined by one Conncil in point of DoQrine cannot be 
reverſed by another. Whichis, becauſe the true Chriſtian Faith js ex naturg 
rei unchangeable, that it admits not of yea and nay, but only yea; that it js 
alwayes the ſame, that it muſt ſtand without alteration for ever, nay that it is 
to be invariable and admit no change. All thele expreſſions we have in 
one Paragraph, and, for all that I ſee, are the greatelt ſtrength of it. But 
what is it you mean by all this? Do you think we could not underſtand 
what you meant by the wrchangeableneſs of Chriſtian Faith, without ſo ma- 
ny diverſified expreſſions cf it ? And what follows now trom all this ? That 
one Conncil cannot repeal the Decrees of another £ How lo? was not the Faith 
of Chriſt as unchangeable in the time of the Arrian Conncils, as it isnow > 
and yet then one Council repealed the Decrees of others, in point of Do- 
&rine ; and yet by that nothing was derogated from the Inſtitution or 
honour of Chriſt by \uch a reverting thoſe Decrees. Though the Faith, ;.e, 
The Dodrine of Chriſt, be alwayes the ſame, Doth it thence follow ; then 
men ſhall alwayes believe all this unalterable Doctrine ? If ſo, how came 
Arrianiſm to overſpread the C hurch £ How came fix hundred Biſhops at 
the Council of Ariminum to be deceived in a Do@rine of Faith, by your own 
confetlion ? It is therefore a profound miſtake, to inter from the fallibilj- 
ty of General Conncils the alteration of the Faith of Chriſt, The Faith of 
Chriſt is founded on a ſurer bottom then the Decrees of Councils, thoueh all 
men are lyars God is true, and Chriſt the ſame yeſterday, to day, and for ever, 
But of this more afterwards. 

You would ſeem to argue more pertinently in the following pages 
again!! his Lordſhips opinion : tor you ſay, He ſeyes and unſayes the ſame; 
and what he ſeems to attribute to General Conneils in one propoſition, he takes 
away in another. That which his Lordſhip ſayes, is, That the definitions 
of a General Council are binding t2 all particulars, and it ſelf: but yet ſo, that 
they cannot bind the whole Church from calling again, and in the after-calls 
#pon juſt cauſe to order, and, if need be, to abrogate former as, And after 
adds, And becauſe the whole Church can meet ns other way,the Conncil ſhall re- 
main the Supream , external, living, temporary, Eccleſtaſtical Judge of all 
Controverſies. Only the whole Church,and ſhe alone, hath power when Scri- 


'\ pture or Demonſtration is found, and peaceably tendered to her, to repreſent 
"ter ſelf again in a new Council, and in it to order what was amif. 


Now we mult conſider what we find contradictious and repugnant to 
themſelves in thele words : Three things, 1tf I miſtake not, the main of this 
charge may be reduced to, 1. That men ſhould be bound to that which 
Scripture and Demonſtration be againſt ; But this is very eaſily anſwered, 
for his Lordſhip doth not ſay,Men are bound to believe it, but not fo to 
oppole it as to break the peace of the C kurchby it. 2. That azother Coun- 
cal eannot be call'd without oppoſition to the other : this his Lordſhip pre- 
vented, by ſuppoſing that the juſt reaſons againſt the decrees of the tormer 
Council cught to be peaceably tendred tothe Church ; but no boiſterous 
oppelition to be made againit it. 3. To what purpoſe ſhould another Coun- 
crl be call d, if the whole Church be ſatisfied that there is Scripture and De- 
zronſiration againſt the decrees of theformer * But, 1. His Lordſhip ſup- 
poles there may Scripture and Demonſtration be, where the whole Church 
15 not ſatisfied ; and therefore there may be neccſlity of calling another 
Conncil, 2. That the Coxncil may free all thole who may ſuppole them- 
3. That no errone- 
0Ms 


ſclves {till bound not to oppoſe the former errour, 
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ous Decree of a Council, may remain unrepealed in the Church : that fo no 
erroneous perſon may challenge fuch a Decree of a Conncil, as a ground for 
his oppoſition to the Doftrine.of the Church. And where now lyes any 
ſuch appearance of contradiction in his Lordſhips words? | 
3. The laſt thing his Lordſhip chargeth your way with a-reaſonablenes $. It. 
in, s,That you donot only make the definition of a General Conncil,but the ſen- yp. 16, 
tence of the Pope Infallible;, nay, more Infallible than it, For, any General 
Council ray erre with you, if the Pope confirm it not. So belike this Infallibili- 
ty reſts not in the repreſentative body, the Council, nor in the whole body the 
Church, but in your Head of the Church, the Pope of Rome. And if this be ſo, 
To what end ſuch a trouble for a General Council 2 or Where in arc we neerer to 
unity, if the Pope confirmit not © Tothis you anſwer, 1. That a General 
Council is not held by you to be Infallible at all, unleſs it involve the Pope, or 
his Confirmation, and ſo there is but one Infallibility, viz.of the Pope preſiding 
in, and confirming of the votes of a General Council. 2. Tow confeſs there are 
iro different Opinions among you 3 the firſt and more common is that the Pope, 
even without a General Council, is Infallible in his definitions of Faith, when 
ke teaches the whole Church ;, the ſecond is, that he is not Infallible in his de- 
finitions, ſave only where he defines in,and with,a General Conneil, Now the 
Biſhop (you ſay) takes no notice of the ſecond Opinion, but only of the firſt , 
as though that were the Opinion of all Catholick, Doors, But, for your part, 
you will not meddle much with any matters of private Opinion or diſpute, and 
therefore you will briefly paſs over what his Lordſhip ſaith further, and only 
corre ſome miſtakes of his. But whereas you — it only necellary to 
believe, that Pope and Council together are Infallible, for this all Catholicks 
are agreed in; but, whether the Pope be Infallible without a Council or no, you 
leave it as matter of diſpute. 1ihall manifeſt, how great a cheat you put 
upon the world by this Afertion; in theſe two things, 1. That there is n8 
ſuch agreement among your ſelves in this common principle, as you pretend. 
2. That from the making the Popes Confirmation neceſſary to the Infallibility of 
the Council, you muſt make the Pope Infallible without a Council. 1. Where- 
as you pretend ſuch a conſent among all Catholicks in this common prin- 
ciple, That Pope and Council are Infallible together, it is evident that there 
is noſuch thing. For, 1. Some among you have aſſerted, that the repre- 
ſentative body of the Church is not at all the ſubjeF of Infallibility, but the 
difſuſkcve. For Occham contends at large That the 
priviledge of Infallibility, belongs only to the whole Mi- Occham Dialog, p.x, 1.5. £49.3532993) 2 po 
litant Church; and neither to the Pope, mor General Co youu FUDGE II 
Council, nor body of the Clergy. And fo likewiſe doth cuſan. Concord. Cathol. Ls c. 34 — 
Petrus de Alliaco, Cuſanus, Antoninus of Florence, Pa- — _—_ Summarum, p. 3+ Titet3, 
_—_— Nicolaus de Clemangis, F ; ns, Miran- 2 t+b. 1, Tit: de cleft, 
la, and others, whoſe words you may find at large #4p- fgnipcaſts. | _ 
In ſome of your Writers, and theteſorel forbear re- COEIRS— —_—_— 
peating them. 2, Some aſlert, that Conncils areno &c6, 
further 7nfal/ible, than they adhere to Univerſal Tra- 
dition; and you cannot be 1gnorant, who they are at this day among you, 
who alert this do&trine. 3. Some further fay,T hat Conncils are in themſelves 
Irfallible,and therefore muſt be ſo, whether the Pope confirm them or no. 
And this opinion, however now you fay,it be not ſo common asthe other,yet 
Itiscertain, that before the Council of Lateran under Leo 10. it was much 
the more common opinion, as appears by the Conncils of Conſtance and 
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thours of this Opinion, and thole who make the Popes Confirmation neceL. 
ſary to the fa ibility of a General Council, I ſhall prove out of Bellarp;;, 
himſelf, from the ſtate of the Queſtion, and the Arguments he urges 
againſt it. BeW/armin tells us, The firſt occaſron of this Controverſie,* y.,, 
about the depoſition of Popes, viz. whether the Pope might againſt his conſent jg 
judged, condemned,and depoſed by the Council : and therefore, ſaith he,7 hey 
are miſtaken, who think the Dneſtion is. Whether the Council with the Pope be 
greater than the Pope without a Council? for, it cannot be conceived he ſhoyl,} 
give conſent to his own depoſition. And this he proves from the Council 1; 
Baſil, who defined their Council to be above the Pope, at that time, when g;. 
ther the Pope, nor his Legats were preſent. And this Council of Baſil in thi; 
$ynodal Epiſtle, declare a General Council, as repreſenting the Univzr/,| 
Church, to be Tnfallible, when at the ſame time they allert, That Popes by; 
fallen into Hereſie, Now,Can any one poſſibly imagine,thele men ſhould he. 
lieve the Popes Confirmation to be neceſlary to the Corncils Infallibility 
who ſuppoſe the Pope may be an Heretick at the ſame time, in whic!! 4 
Conncil may be Infallible? And when they aflert it to belong to the 
Council only to pronounce, Whether the Pope be guilty of Hereſte or ng ; 
Thoſe therefore who contend for the Councils Authority above the Pope, 
do not at all look at the Popes Confirmation, as neceflary to make the INe- 
crees Infallible ; though ſome of them may, to make them Canonical, Fog 
there lyes one of your fallacies; becaule they look on the Pope as Miniſte- 
rial Head of the Church, therefore to make Canons to be valid, they ma; 
judge it 1n molt caſes neceſlary that the Pope confirm the Decrecs ;, but 
yet, they do not ſuppoſe this Confirmation doth at all make them Tnfiul/ibe, 
bur, whether the Pope had confirmed rhem or no, they had been 1:f.//; 
however. So that you cannot ſay, That it is a principle of Faith anong you. 
that Pope and Conncil together are Tyfallible ;, fox thole of this opinion make 
it a principle of Faith, that the Council in it ſelf is Ifallible, and con ſequent- 
ly, whether it be confirmed by the Pope or no. And therefore Bell.rv;n 
ſaith, Their opinion is, That in caſe the Pope be dead, depoſed, or refuſcth to 
corre to the Conncil, the Conncil is not at all the leſs perfeF, but that it hath 
full power to make definitions in matters of Faith, And when he comes to 
urge againſt this Opinion, one of his arguments is, that from hence it fol- 
lows, That the Council would not at all need the Popes Confirmation ; ani 
another, hat Conncils without the Pope may erre in Decrees of Faith tor 
which he inſtanceth in the Conncils of Sirminngt, Milan, Arinminunt, Epheſus 
cc. Neither, faith he, can it be anſwered, that theſe Conncils erred, becau;: 
they were unlawful Councils; for the nf? of them wanted nothing but the Popes 
conſent , and the ſecond Fpheſine Council was juſt ſuch another as that of Pal! 
From which diſputation of Bellarmin, it is both clear, that thoſe who 
make Councils above the Pope, do not judge the Popes Confirmation necet 
ſary; and thoſe who judge it necellary, do net ſuppoſe the Conmncil Infal- 
lible without it. So that you arc either deccived your ſelf, or would dc- 
ceive others, when you would make them believe that there is but one 
Trfallibility aſſerted by you, whereas nothing can be more evident, than 
that two diſtinCt ſubjes of Infallibility are aflerted in your Church, {me 
placing it in the Council without the Fope, and others in the Pope, and not 
in the Conncil, and neither of them ablolutely and formally in the Pope 
and Council together. 

2, I ſhall therefore more fully ſhew, That thoſe who xrake the Popes Con- 
firmation neceſſary, do really place the Infallibility in the Pope, and not in the 
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Council; and that from theſe things, 1. Becaule they in terms aflert, That 
though nothing be wanting to a Council, but the Popes Confirmation, it may 

erre, if the Pope confirm it not. And this we produced Bellarmins alttertion 

for already, giving that as the only reaſon, why thole Comncils did erre, 
which wanted nothing but that. Nay, he elſewhere aflerts, Not ozly that | +. 4 £0511, 
General Councils may erre, though thePope confirm them not, but although the « 1. 
Popes Legats be preſent, and conſent with the Conncil, zet if they do not follow 

the certain inſtruction of the Pope, the Council may erre, And, Canany one 

then poſſibly conceive, that the Infallibility Iyes any where but in the 

Pope © 2, You alert, That all the Power and Infallibility which js inthe 
Church, is formally in the Pope, and only finally in the Church, becauſe it is 

for the good of the Church ;, thisT ſuppoſe you have not forgot, ſince you told þ, .,;. 
us, that S. Peter ſuſtained the perſon of the Church hiſtorice, and not para- 
bolice, and that the fulneſs of all Eccleſtaſtical Power was in him as Head of 

the Church : Tf this be true, as therc you aſlert 1t conhidently, whatever 

you pretend here, you are bound to defend, that all the Infallibility in 

the Council comes wholly from the Pope; for I know you will not- place 
Infallibility in one, and the fulneſs of Eccleſiaſtical Power 1n another. 3. Be- 

cauſe the main ground of the reprobating Councils lyes in the Popes diſſent, 

So that Conzcils which in all other particulars are accounted lawful and 
general, yet if any thing paſled diſpleaſing in them to the Pope, lo far they 

are reprobated ;, as the proceedings of the Council of Chalcedon, Conſtance, 

and Baſil, in reference to the Popes, do ſuthciently teſtitie. For, although 

they were the ſame perſons, acting with equal freedo#2 in thoſe, as in other 
things, yet when they came to touch any thing ot the Popes Trtereſs, then, 
becauſe the Pope doth not conſent,ſo tar they were not Trfallible, By which 

it 1s plain, that, though the Coxncil ſtands for a ſhew and blind to the world, 

all the Zzfallibility lyes wholly in the Pope. And by this means, to belure, 

the Pope ſhall never receive any hurt by Gereral Councils; tor it he pleaſes, 

the Conncil (hall either be approved or rejected, or partly approved, and 
partly rejefted; or neither approved, nor rejected; tor of all thele forts 
Bellarmin tells us Councils are : which in ſhort is, The Councils which make 

for the Popes turn, arc Ifallible, but none other. And theretore Bellir- 

min, very conlonantly to his principles, ſayes expretly, Totam firmitatert De varif. 
Conciliorum legitimorum eſſe a Pontifice, non partim 4 Pontifice, partim 4 Con- $4" 14.03. 
cilio The whole ſtrength of lawful Councils depcnds wholly on the Pope, and 

not partly on the Pope, and partly on the Council, And it their firmneſs doth, 

their Trfallzbility muſt do ſoroo. This is not a meer private opinion of 

his, but that which doth ncceflarily follow, trom the making the Popes 
Confirmation neccilary to the Dyfallibility of General Councils, Although 
therefore you would fain put off this as a matrer of diſpute among your 
{clves; yet it canbe no matter of diſpute any more, than, Whether the 
Decrees of Conncils, as confirmed by the Pope, be Intallible or no 2 And 
therefore all that his Lordſhip objects, falls upon all ſuch who alert this : 
Whercof the fir{t which you mention is, That then the Conncil is called but 18, 
only in effett, to hear the Pope give his Sentence in more ſtate. To which you 
anlwer, That the ObjeFion hath the ſame force againſt the Conneil called in the 
Apoſtles time, viz. that it was done; only to hear $. Peter pronounce his Sen- 


- tence in more ſtate. Neither had it been any more. if the Intallibility of the 
Council had only depcndcil ons. Peter s Sentence : but I hope you will not 
« deny the relt of the Apoſtles to have becn as Infallible as S. Peter was, But 
bs you ankiyer, 2. That the Pope being to uſo all means morally requiſite to find 
[ Aaaa ub 
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out the truth ;, the Council is called really to help and aſſiſt the Pope; and the 
advice of the Council is a neceſſary Medium to his Holineſs, whereby to take a 


full inſpeFion into the matters he is to define. But all this only confirms 


what his Lordlhip faith, That it is for his giving Sentence in more ſtate ; fo 
the Comncil is only a ſubſcrvient zreans, and contributes nothing at all to 
the Infallibility of the Sentence. But, you ſay, They are a neceſſary Ae. 
dium. 1. Then the Pope cannot define any matter of Faith without a Ge- 
zeral Conncil, Which, all who aſlert that Opinion, utterly deny ; for, 
they fay, The Pope may define matters of Faith without a General Council; 


pe Rom Port. and BeVarmin ſaith, That the ſtate of the Church, without General Councils 
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(which was for three hundred years ) might have continued ſo to the world; 
end: and therefore it was neceſſary thereſhould be a living Judge, whoſe Inf. 
libility ſhould not depend upon any Council: And ellcwhere he ayes, That 
if ſeven Hereſies have been condemned by ſeven General Councils; more than 


Pe Coil. lt» hundred have been condemned without, by the Pope and Provincial Councils. 
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2. Thoughthe Pope muſt uſc all moral means, yet, Why muſt a Genera 
Conncil be that neceſſary Medium £ Why may not a Frovincial, or leſſer 
Council ſerve turn ? And ſo Bellarmin tells you, it would;he faith, indeed 
ſome kind of Council is neceſſary, magnum aut parvum, unum vel plura, prc- 
u t ipſe judicaverit, great or little, more or leſs, as the Pope ſhall judge fitting : 
ſo that ſtill a Gemeral Conncil is but a piece of ſtate, for all zworal means 
might be uſed without one. 3. What uſe are thele moral means for? to en- 
able him to paſs a right judgement, or no? If they be, then the Pope is 
bound to pronounce according to the Decree of the Council, and fo it wili 
not be in his power, not to confirm it ; it not, What do theſe moral means 
lignifice? No more, then the Crwciſtx Pope Innocent ſhewed to Monſtenr Je 
Saint-Amtbur; Before which, he told him, be krecled down to take at the feet 
thereof his reſolution, according to the inſpiration given to him by the Holy 
Spirt, whoſe aſſiſtance was promiſed to him, and could not fail kim, Welſce, 
the Pope underſtood his Irfallibility better, than to make uſe of ſuch moral 
means as Conncils arez he knew his Infallibility came not that way, and 
therefore he took the more likely courle to receive his Trſpiration from 
Heaven, by taking his reſolution at the fect of a Cracifix. And this he 
called, his Council in matters of Faith : And yet, if we believe him, he did 
as much want all moral means tor tinding out the truth, 25 another . lince 
he ſo ingenuoully confetled at another audience, That he was old, and hat 
never ſtudied Divinity. But, What necd he to do it, that could fo calily 
be infpired, by kneeling at the feet of a Crucifix? Your Doctrine then 
would not be very well taken at Rome,that General Conncils are a wecc\/ary 
Medium to his Holineſs, in order tothe definition of matters of Faith. No 
more would your following Diſtinction in vindication of Stapletor, That 
though the Pope acquires no new power, or certainty of judgement by the pre- 
ſence of a General Council, and there is ſomething thereby, which conduceth to 
the due exerciſe of that power : $0 that it muſt be an uſurpation or »nduc 
exerciſe of power, tor the Pope to offer to define without a Gexeral Conncil. 
I know not what liberty you have to write theſe things among us 3 but 11 
you wereat Kowe, you durſr not venture todo it, Your ſaying, that 
Bellarmin only ſayes, That the firnmeſs of a Conncil in regard of us , depends 
wholly on the Popes Confirmation, argues, you had very little to ſay : For, 
What frames hath a Council at all in this diſpute, but in regard of us;{mcc 
you look on men as obliged to believe the Decrees of it Tnfallible? And, 
it the Decrces had any izfallibility from the Conncil, that might make _ 
wm 
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firm inregard of us, as well as the Pope. But you object to your ſelf, That 
if the Pope be Infallible without the Council, and the Council ſubjet to errour 
without the Pope, it muſt needs follow, that all the Infallibility of General Coun- 
cils proceeds from the Pope only ;, not partly ſFom the Pope, and partly ſroxz the 
Council, To which you anſwer, That the aſſertors of that Opinion (of whom 
you mult be one, if you know what you ſay) may ſay, that Chriſt hath made 
two promiſes to his Church, the one to aſſiſt her Soveraign Head and Paſtor to 
make him Infallible, another to aſſiſt General Councils to make them ſo. But, 
What need this hatter, if the former be well proved 2 For if the Head be 
Infallible by vertue of a promiſe from Chriſt, he muſt be Infallible, whether 
in Council, or out of it. And therefore it is a ridiculous ſhift to ſay, The 
Pope hath one promiſe to make him Infallible in a General Council ; ano- 
to make him ſo out of it. But I commend you, that ſince you thought 
one would not hold, you would have two ſtrings for the Popes Infallibi- 
lity. Anditis but adding a third promiſe to the Church in general, and 
then your threefold cord may be ſurely Infallible. 

You give many Reaſons (but none ſo convincing as Experience) Why the 
Popes ſhould not be Impeccable ;, and, if you ſearch Scripture, Antiquity, and 
Reaſon, you may find as much, why he ſhould not be Infall;ble. For that 
ofthe neceſſity of one, and not the other for the Church, is of your own 
deviſing, it having been ſufficiently proved,that the certainty of Faith doth 
not at all depend upon the Popes, or your Churches, or Councils Infallibi- 
lity. And it ſeems ſtill very ſtrange to all who know the doctrine and 
promiles of Chriſtianity, and that the promotion of — is the great 
deſign of it, and that Faith ſignifies nothing without Obedience, and that 
the Spirit of God is a Spirit of Holineſs, as well as Truth, that you dare 
challenge ſuch an afhiſtance of the Divine Spirit, as may make your Popes 
Infallible, who have led lives quite contrary to the Goſpel of Chriſt, Nay, 
fach lives, as his Lordſhip faith, as zo Epicurean Monſter, ſtoried out to the 
world, hath out-gone them in ſenſuality, or other groſs impiety, if their own hij- 
ſtorians be true, 

Your vindication of Pope Liberius his ſubmitting his judgement to Atha- 
naſius, becauſe the Pope had paſſed no definition ex Cathedra in the buſineſs, 
hath no ſtrength at all, unleſs you firſt prove, that the Popes definitions 
ex Cathedra, were held Tfallible, then which none would ever belicve that 
read the paliage, which his Lordſhip cites out of Liberizs his Epiſtle to 
Athanaſius. For, as he faith, The Pope complemented exceeding low, that 
would ſubmit his unerring judgement, to be commanded by Athanaſius, who 
ke well knew could erre. Whether S. Ambroſe in his Epiſtle meddles with 
any doGrinal definitions, or only with ſome difficulties which that year 

happened about the obſervation of Eaſter, (the fourteenth of the firſt month 
falling on the Lords day)is not very material to our purpoſe.But that it was 
ſomething elſe beſides Aſtronomical definitions (which I know what S. Am- 
broſe's excellency was in) might cafily appear, it you had read the Epiſtle. 

 Sothat you might have ſpared your large account of the Paſchal Letters 
ſent by the Biſhops of Alexandria about the keeping of Eaſter (which are 
no great novelties to ſuch, who are at all acquainted with Antiquity) and 
given us a fuller account, why in ſuch a matter of diſpxte about the right 
of the day to be kept that year, the Roman Biſhops ſhould not rather 
have ſtood to the Popes definition, than write toS. Ambroſe, if it had been 
then taken for granted, that the Pope was Infallible. But I might as well 
have palled by this teſtimony ofS. Ambroſe, as you dothat of Lyra, which 
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is ſo expreſs for the Erring and Apoſtatizing of ſeveral Popes, that you 
thought the beſt Anſwer to it, were tolet it alone. However you come 
off with the ſtory of Peter Lombard (which is not of that conſequence to 
require any further examination of the truth of it )I am ſure you are hard 
put to it, inthe caſe of Hoxoriws; when you deny, that Honorius did really 
maintain the Monothelites Hereſte, and excuſe the Councils, Sentence, by ſy. 
ing. it was only FL caſe of miſ-information. Since 1t manifeſtly appears-by 
the ſixth $yned, aTion. 13. that they condemned his Epiſtle written to Ser. 
gixs, as containing heretical and pernicious Doctrine 1n.it. And in the 
ſeventh $ynod he is reckoned up with Arrivs, Macedonius, Entyches, Digf. 
corxs, and the reſt of condemned Hereticks, among whom he is likewiſe 
reckoned by Leo 2. in his Epiſtle to Conſtantine. Which evidence is {6 
great,that Canys wonders at thoſe who would offer to vindicate him, And, 
in the mean time, you provide excellent moral means for the Pope to judge 
of matters of Faith by, in General Councils, if they may be guilty of ſo grof 
miſ-information, as you ſuppoſe here in the cale of Honorivs 5 and not one 
barcly, but three ſucceſſively, the fexth, ſeventh, and eighth, and the whole 
Church trom their time, till Albertus Pighivs, who firſt began to defend him. 
For concluſion of this point,his Lordſhip would fain know( ſince this had been 
ſo plain, ſs eaſte a way, either to prevent all diviſions about the Faith, or to 
end all Controverſies, did they ariſe) why this brief, but moſt neceſſary prope- 
ſition, The Biſhop of Rome cannot erre in his judicial determinations concern- 
ing Faith, is not to be found either in letter or ſenſe, in any Scripture, in 
Council, or in any Father of the Church, for the full ſpace of a thouſand years 
and more after Chriſt? Tothis you anſwer, 1. That in the ſenſe wherein 
Catholicks maintain the Popes Infallibility to be a matter of neceſſary belief to 
all Chriſtians it is found { for ſenſe ) both int Scripture, Conncils,and Fathers, 
as you ſay you have proved, in proving the Infallibility of General Councils, of 
which he is the moſt principal and neceſſary member. $o then, when we en- 
quire for the Infallibility of Gezeral Councils, we are ſent tothe Pope for his 
Confirmation to make them fo; but when we enquire for the Popes Irfal- 
libility, we are ſent back again to the Conncils, for the proof of it. And 
they are hugely to blame, it they give not an ample teſtimony to the Pope, 
iince he can do themas good a turn, But, between them both, we lee the 
greateſt reaſon to believe neither the one, nor the other to be Infallible. 
But, 2. You would offer at ſomething too for his perſoral Infallibility ; in 
which I highly commend your prudence, that you fay, Tox wil/ omit Scri- 
pture; and you might as well have emitted all that follows, fince you lay 
only, That the teſtzronies you have produced, ſeem to do it in effed; and at 
laſtſay, That it 3s an Aſſertion you have wholly declined the maintaining of, 
and judge it expedient to do ſo ſtill, And you may very well doo, it there 
beno better proofs for it than thoſe you have produced , but however, 
we muſt examine them, Doth not the Council of Chalcedon ſeem to ſay, itt 
effet, that the Pope is Infallible, when, upon the reading of his Epiſtle to them, 
7n condemnation of the Entychian Hereſte, the whole Aſſembly of Prelates cry 
out with acclamation, ard profeſs that $. Peter (who was Infallible) ſpake by 
the month of Leo, and that the Pope was interpreter of the Apoſtles voice ? 
You do well to uſe thoſe cautious expreſſions of ſeeming to ſay 2n effeF, tor 
it would bea very hard matter to imagine any ſuch thing as the Popes In- 


" fallibility in the higheſt expreſſions uſed by the Conncil of Chalcedon. For, 


after the reading of Leo's Epiſtle againſt Fxtyches, and many teſtimonies of 
the Fathers to the ſame purpoſe.the Council begins their acclamations, _ 
thele 
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theſe words, This is the Faith of the Fathers, this is the Faith of the Apoſtles, 
all who are orthodox hold thus. And after it follows, Peter by Leo hath thys 
ſpoken, the Apoſtles have taught thus, Which are all the words there ex- 

tant to that purpoſe. And,Is not this a ſtout argument,for the Popes perſonal 
Infallibility * For, What elſe do they mean, but only that Leo, who fſuc- 

ceeded in the Apeſtolical See of S. Peter at Kome, did concurr in Faith with 

S. Peter, and the reſt of the Apoſt/es * But, Do they lay, that it was im- 

poſſible that Teo ſhould erre, or that his judgement was Ifallible? or only 

that he owned that Doftrine which was Divine and Apoſtolical £ And the 

Council of Epheſus (your next teſtimony) hath much leſs than this, even no- 

thing at all. For the Comncil ſpeaks not concerning S. Peter, or the Pope 
' Intheplace by you cited; only one of the Popes ofticious Legats, Philip,be- concil. rphef. 
gins very formally, with S. Peter's being Prince and Head of the Apoſtles, Ec, P2-4it.z. pax, 
and that he tothis day & mis wns Aadigns 73 Inge; lives in his ſucceſſour's . 330, 
and paſſeth judgement. Is it not a very good Inference from hence, that the 

Conncil acknowledged the Popes perſonal Infallibility ? becauſe one of the 

Popes Legats did aflert in the Conncil, that S. Peter lived and judged by the 

Pope. And yet, Might not this be done without his perſonal Infallibility, 

in regard of his ſucceſſion in that See which was founded by S. Peter £ But 

you are very hard driven, when you are fain to take up with the Sentence 

of a Roman Prieſt, inſtead of a General Council, and any judgement in mat- 

ters of Faith, inſtead of rfallibility. Youg other teſtimonies of S, Hie- 

rom, S. Auguſtine, and S. Cyprian, have been largely examined already;and 

for the remaining teſtimonies of four Popes, you jultly fear it would be an- | 
ſwered, that they were Popes, and ſpake partially in their own cauſe. And you * _ 
give us no antidote againſt thele fears; but conclude very warily, That 

Jon had hitherto declined the defence of that Aſſertion, and profeſſed that it 

would be ſufficient for Proteſtants to acknowledge the Pope Infallible in, and 

with General Councils only. But, as we ſee noreaſon to believe Gereral 
Councils at all Infallible, whether with, or without the Pope; ſo neither 

can we ee, but if the rfallibzlity of the Council depends on the Popes 
Confirmation, you are bound to defend the Popes perſonal Infallibility, as 


the main Bulwark of your Church, 
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Of the errours of pretended General Councils, 


The erroneous DoFrine of the Church of Rome in making the Prieſts intentiqn 
neceſſary to the eſſence of Sacraments. That principle deſtruftiveto all cex- 
tainty of Faith upon our Authours grounds. The abſurdity of aſſerting that 
Conncils define themſelves to be Infallible. Sacramental ations ſufficient. 
ly diſtinguiſhed from others without the Prieſts Intention. Of the moral 
aſſur ance of the Prieſt s Intention. and the in ufficiency of a meer virtual In- 
tention. The Popes confirmation of Councils ſuppoſeth perſonal Infullibilj. 
ty. Tranſubſtantiation an errour decreed by Pope and Council, The repyg. 
rancy of it to the grounds of Faith. The Teſtimonies brought for it out of 
Antiquity examin'd at large, and ſhewed to be far from proving Tranſub. 

ſtantiation. Communion in one kind a violation of Chriſt Inſtitution, 
The Decree of the Council of Conſtance implyes a non obſtante to it. The 
unalterable nature of Chriſt s Inſtitution cleared, The ſeveral evaſions con- 
ſedered and anſwered. No publick Communion in one kind for athouſard 
years after Chriſt. The indiſpenſablencſs of Chriſts Inifilution owned by the 
Primitive Church, Of Invocation of Saints, and the Rhetorical exprejſions 
of the Fathers which gave occaſion toit. No footſteps of the Invocation of 
Saints in the three firit Centuries ; nor precept or example in Scripture as 
our Adverſaries confeſs. Evidences againit Invocation of Saints from the 
Chriſtians Anſwers to the Heathens. The worſhip of Spirits and Heroes 
among the Heathens juſtifiable on the ſame grounds that Invocation of 
Saints is in the Church of Rome. Commemoration of the Saints without 
Invocation, in 8. Auguſtins time, Invocation of Saints as pratiſed in the 
Church of Rome a derogation to the merits of Chriſt. Of the worſhip of 
Images and the near approach to Pagan Ilolatry therein, No Uſe or Vene- 
ration of Images in the Primitive Church, The Church of Rome juſtly 
chargeable with the abuſes committed in the worſhip of Images. 


CO nothing can be more unreaſonable then to pretend tha 
Fa Church, Perſon, or Council to be Infallible, which we can proveto 
have actually crred ; yet we have yielded ſo much to you, as todifprove 
what you have in general brought for the oze, before we come to med- 
dle with the other, But that being diſpatched, we come to a more ſhort 
and compendious way of overthrowing your Ifal/ibility, by ſhewing the 
palpable falfity of ſuch principles which muſt be owned by you as 1nfal- 
lible truths, becauſe defined by General Councils confirmed by the Pope. 
Whereof, The firſt in the EndiFment, as you lay, is that of the Prieſts In- 
tention defined by the Councils of Florence and Trent ( both of them confirm- 
ed by the Pope ) to be eſſentially neceſſary to the validity of a Sacrament. Con- 
cerning this, there are two things to be enquired into, 1. Whether this 
doth not render all pretence of Infallibility with you a vain and uſeleſs thing * 
2. Whether it be not in it ſelf an errour £ 

We mult begin with the firſt of theſe, for that was the occaſion of his 
Lorcthips entering upon it ; for he was fhewing, That your claim of In- 
fallibility is of no uſe at all, for the ſettling of Truth and Peace in the Church : 
becauſe no man can either know or believe this Infallibility. Tt cannot bY be- 
lieved with Divine Faith; having nofoundation either in the written Word 


of 
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of God, or Tradition of the Catholick Church; and no humane Faith can be 
; oy in order to it, But neither can it be believed or known, upon that 
zcree of the Councils of Florence and Trent, that the intention of the Prieft 
is nece//ary to the validity of a Sacrament. And, left you ſhould think x 
repreſent his Lordſhips words too much with advantage, I will take his 
Argument in the words you have lummed it up in, whichare theſe : Before 
the Church or any particular man can make uſe of the Popes Tnfallibility (tht 
is, be ſettled, and confirmed in the Truth by means thereof ), he nuft either 
know,or upon ſure grounds believe, that he is Infallible, But (faycs the Bi- 
ſhop) this can only be believed of him, as he is $. Peters Succeſſor and Biſhop 
of Rome ;, of which it is ipojſible,in the relatours opinion, for the Church or 
any particular man, to have ſuch certainty as is ſufficient to ground an Tnfalli- 
ble belief. Why 2 becauſe the knowledge and belief of this, depends upon his 
being truly in Orders,truly a Biſhop, truly a Prieſt, truly Baptized ; none of all 
which.,according to our principles, can be certainly known and Lelieved ;, be- 
cauſe (forſooth ) the intention of him that adminijſtred theſe Sacraments ts the 
Pope, or made him Biſhop, Prieſt, &c, can never be certainly known ;, and yet 
by the DoFrine of the Councils of Florence and Trent, it is of abſolute neceſ- 
ſity to the validity of every one of theſe Sacraments, ſo as without it, the Pope 
were neither Biſhop nor Prieſt, Thus T grant you have faithfully ſum'd up 
his Lordſhips Argument ; we muſt now ſee with what courage and fuc- 
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ceſs you encounter it. Your firlt Antiwer is, That though it be le bel d againſt 
the Popes Infallibility, yet it hath the ſame force againſt the Infallibility of the 
whole Church in points fundamental ; for we cannot be Infallibly ſure there 7s 
ſuch a number of Baptized perſons to make a Church, By this, we fee how 
likely you are to ailoil this difficulty, who bring it more ſtrongly upon 
your ſ{c]f, without the leaſt inconvenience to your adverſary. For I grant, 
it necel{larily follows againſt the pretence of any Infallibility, whether in 
Church, Councils, or Pope, as being a certain ground tor Faith; for all theſe 
muſt ſuppoſe ſuch a certainty of the due adminiſiration of Sacraments, 
which your Doftrine of Intention doth utterly deſtroy. For thele two 
things are your principles of Faith, that there can be no certainty of Faith, 
without preſent 1fall;bility of the Church; and that,in order to the belicy- 
ing this teſtimony Infallible, there muſt be ſuch a certaizty as is ground ſuf- 
ficient for an Trfallible belief. Now,How is it poſſible there can be ſuch, 
when there can be no certainty of the Being of a Church, Conncil.or Pope, 
from your own principles? For when the only way of knowing this, is a 
thing not poſſible to be evidenced to any one in any way of Iz 4/libl: cor- 
tainty, viz. the intention of the Pricſt, you muſt unavoiCably dcftroy a!! 
your pretence of 1»fallibility. For, To what purpole do you tell me, that 
Pope or Councils are Tnfallibleurlets T may be {xfallibly fure that ſuch decrees 
were palled by Pope and Cornet # I cannot be aflured of that, unlets I Le 
firſt aſſured that they were Baptized perſons, and- Biſhops of the Church ; 
and for this you dare not offer at Tafallible certainty, and therefore all the 
reſt is ulelels and vain. So that while by this Doctrine of the intent vr 
of the Prieſt for the validity of the Sacraments, you thought to advance 
higher the reputation of the Prieſthood, and to take away the aſſurance of 
Proteſtants, as to the benefits which come by the ule of the Sacranents of 
Bapti/ and the Lords Supper, you could not have aflerted any thing more 
really pernicious to your ſcives., than this Dodrine 1s. So [trance an 1- 
cogitancy was it in thole Comncils to define it, and as great in thofe who 
detgnd it, and yet at the ſame time, maintaia the ncceflity of a pretent 
Int 
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Infallibility in the Church and General Conncils, For can any thing be 
more rational, then to deſire the higheſt aſſarance as to that, whole decree, 
I am to-believe Ifallible* And yet at the laſt, you confels we can };y-. 
but a wvoral certainty of it, and that of the loweſt degree; the utmoſt 
round of it, being cither the teſtimony of the Prieſt himſclf, or, that w- 
= no ground to ſuſpeF the contrary. Now what unreaſonable men are 
you, who ſo much to the diſhonour of Chriſtian Religion cry out upon the 
rational evidence of the truth of it, as an uncertain principle, and that P59. 


teſtants though they aflert the higheſt degree of actual certainty, cannyy 


have any Divine Faith,becauſe they want the Churches Infallible teſtimony; 
and yet when we enquire into this T»fa//ible TeSt;mony, you arc tain tg 
reſolve it, into one of the moſt uncertain and conjeFural things imaginable, 
For what can[T have leſs ground to build my Faith upon, than that the 
Prieft had at leaſt a. virtual intention to do as the Church doth > Whom 
muſt [ believe in this.caſe? and whereon muſt that Faith be grounded > 
On the Prieſts Teft;20ny But how canT be aſſured, but that he, who may 
wander in his intention, may do fo in his expreſſzor teo 2 Or muſt I do jr 
becauſe I have no reaſox to ſuſþeF the contrary ? how can you aſſure m- 
ofthat, that I haveno reaſon to ſuſpect the contrary ? no otherwile then 
by telling me, that the Prie5f is a man of that boneity and integrity, that he 
cannot be ſuppoſed to do ſuch a'thing without 7zte-tion £ So that, though 
I were in Ztaly or Spain, where, ſome have told us, it is no hard matter tg 
meet with Jews in Prieſts habits, and profeſiing themiclves ſuch, and act- 
ing accordingly ; yet I am bound to believe (though they heartily bcljcye 


* nothing of Chriitzanity ) y&t in all Sacraments they mult have an intention 


todo as the Church doth. Without which, we aretold by you, No $;- 
crament can be valid, becauſe the matter and form cannot be deternin'd or 
united without: the Prieſts intention. And therefore I donot only object, 
that thistakes away the comfort of all Sacraments as to the receivers, it 
that it deſtroyes all certain Forndations of Faith, Pecauſc the promilcs 
of 1nfa/libility fappoling that, which I can have no af/arance of; that 
fallibility can be no foundation of Faith at all ro me. As for inſtance, 
ſuppoſe the title to an effate depends upon the Kings free donation, and this 
donation to be confirmed by his Great Seal ;, but yet ſo, that if the Lord 
Chancel/our in theſealing it, doth not iztcrd it ſhould pals on that account, 
the wholegift becomes null in Law, I pray tell me now, What other «/- 
ſurance you can have of your title to this eſtate, then you have ot the 
Lord Chancellours intention in palling the Seal £ and what Infallible cer- 
tainty you can have of ſuch izteztion of his ? Juſt ſuch, is your caſe, you 
tell us, The only ground of Infallible certainty in Faith is the Chnrches I:- 
fallibility, this Infallibility comes by a free promiſe of Chriit, this promi!e 
muſt ſuppole a Church in being; that there is a Church,we can have no murc 
aſſurance then that there are Baptized-perſons, but the validity of their 
Baptiſm requires the Prieſts intention in admuniſtring it 3 and theretore we 
can have no more aſſuraxce of the Ckurches Infallibility, then we have ct 
the Prieſts intention. And, Is this it at laſt, which your loud clamours cf 
Tnfallibility ce to ? Is this the ettect of all your exclamations againit 
Proteſtants, for making Faith zxcertain by taking away the Churches In- 
fallibility? Muſt our Faith atlaſt be reſolved into that, which it is im- 
poſſible we ſhould have any undoubted afſurarce at all of ? And will not 
the higheſt reaſon, the cleareſt evidence, the moſt pregnant demonſtra- 
tions which things are capable of, be accounted with you ſrfſtcient grad 
to 
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poſſible to be certainly known, 1o generally uncertain and conjeCrural, be 
accounted by you ſuthcient ground to believe your Churches Infallibility 2 
Are not the miracles wrought by Chriit and his Apoſtles, joyned with the 
Univerſal Tradition of the Chriitian Church, a ground firm enough, for us 
to believe|the Do@rine of Chriit divine? and yet muſt the intention of 
the Priesf with you be a much ſurer ground then theſe are ? By all which 
it appears, that if I had not already largely dilcovered your grand 7po- 
ure in your pxetence to Infallibility, this very Dodtrine would invincibly 
rove it ; ſince, notwithſtanding that pretence, you mult reſolve all into 
Eendlng which falls ſhort of thoſc grounds of certainty which we have 
to build our Faith upon. But we muſt now conſider, how you offer to 
retort this upon his Lordſhip; for you ſay, The ſame Argument will hold 
again#t the Infallibility of the whole Church in Fundamentals; ſince men can- 
not be Infallibly ſure, there is juch a company of men who are truly Baptized. 
But how maniteſtly ridiculous this is, will appear, 1. That it will hold 
indeed againſt all ſuch who alert this Doctrine of the zeceſſzty of the 
Prieſts intention, but not others.” Therefore if his Lordſhip had laid, This 
Doctrine had been true, the retortion had been good ; but you faw well 
enough he difproves it as an errour, and urges this as an abſurdity conle- 
uent upon it. Your Argument then as it 1s, runs 1n this form : If they 
who hold the Prieſts intention neceſlary cannot be fare who are Baptized, 
then they who do not hold it neceſſary, cannot. Where 1s your conlc- 
quence? for he was ſhewing, the wncertaznty of it depended upon that 
principle, and therefore I ſuppole the denying of the principle doth noe 
ſtand guilty of the fame abſurdity, which the holding it doth. But it 
may be, the force lyes in being I-fal/ibly ſure, and lo that none can know 
the Infallibility of the Church in Fundamentals, but ſuch as are Infallib!y 
ſare that men are Baptiled. I Anſwer therefore, 2. That there is no 
ſuch neceſhity of being Ifa//ibly ſure, upon our principles as there is upon 
yours. For you build your Faith upon the Churches Infallibility in Pop 
ad Conncils, but we do not pretend to build our Faith upon the Churches 
Infallibility i Fundamentals. All that we aſſert, is, that the C/rch is Int- 
fallible in Fandamentals, but we do not fay, the ground of our Faith is, 
becaule ſhe is ſo, tor that were to make the Church the formal olject of our 
Faith: ſince therefore we do not rely on the Church as our Tf «l/ible Gnicle 
in Fundamentals, there is no ſuch neceſlity of that Infalible certainty as to 
this principleas there 1s with you, who muſt wholly cf{tabliſh your Faith 
upon the Chyrches Infallibility, The molt then that we alert, is, that 
there is and ſhall alwayes be a Chxrch, for that (as have told you) is all 
that is meant by a Church being Infallible in Fundamentals ; now tor this 
we have the greateſt aſlurance poſhble, that there ſhaZ be from the pro- 
miles of Chriſt, and that there is, from the ccrtainty we have of the Faith 
and Baptiſm of Chriſtians, ſince no more is required by us to allure men of 
it, thenall men inthe world are competent Jxdges of ; which furcly they 
cannot be of the Prieſts intention. So much for your weak attempr of re- 
torting this Argument upon his Lordſhip. 

But the main thing to be conlidered, is, your ſolid Antwer you give to 
It ; which indecd is of that weight, that it muſt not be fiightly palicd 
over. You Anſwer therefore, That both a General Conncil aud the Pope, 
when they define any matters of Faith, do alſo implicitely define that tiemele 5 
are Infallible 5 and by conſequence that both the Pope in ſuch caſe, anc! aljs the 
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Biſhops that ſit in Council are perſons Baptiſed, in holy Orders, and have 41! 
things eſſentially neceſſary for that Fun#ion, which they then exccute, Neither 
is there any more difficulty in the caſe of the Fope now, then there was in thy 
time of the Prophets and Apoſtles of old 5, whom all muſt grant that with thy 
ſame breath they defin'd, or Infallibly declared the ſeveral Articles and point, 
of Dofrine propoſed by there to the Faithful, and their own Infallibility in 
propoſing them. So indeed Vega anſwered inthe cale of General Conncils, 
for when it was demanded, How it ſhould be known that the Conncil was 
a lawful Conncil, he ſayes, Becauſe the Council defined it ſelf to be ſo 5 but tor 
this he is ſufficiently chaſtiſed by Bellarmin, who g1ves this unan{werable 
Argument againſt it. Either it doth appear from ſome other Argument, 
that while the Coxncil defines it felf to be a lawful Council, it was a lawfy] 
Council; or it doth not : if it doth, To what purpoſe doth it define it (elf tg 
be a lawful Conncil? if it doth not, then we ſhall, doubt of that Decree 
whereby it defines it ſelf to be ſo: tor if Idoubtr, whether the Council were 
lawful beforc that Decree ; I doubt likewiſe, whether it might not err 
in paſſing that Decree. And therefore he grants, that no more than 
moral certainty or hiſtorical Faith is requiſite in order to it. Now this 
Argument of Bellarmins holds with equal ſtrength (it not more) againſt 
you; for you derive the lawfulneſs of the Council from its Infallibility, and 
that 7zfallibility from the Councils definition, Thus therefore I argue : 
Either it doth appear, that the Council was Tufallible before that detiniti- 
on, or it doth not. {f it appears to be 7fallible before, then its Infalli- 
bility is not known by that definition : If it doth not, How can I know itto 
be Ifallible by it 2 For as I dowvbt, whether it was /fallible before it, to] 
muſt doubt, whether it was 7zfallible in it : and conſequently it is im- 
poſſible I ſhould believe it Infallible becauſe it delines it elf to 'be fo, 
Neither do you at all ſalve this, by calling it only an zmplicite definition, 
for whether it be zplicite or explicite, it is all one, ſince that definition is 
made the ground, why we mult believe the Conncit to be Infallible. And 
of all men in the world you ſcem the ſtrangeſt in this, that you declaim 
with ſo much vehemency againſt thole who believe the Serzptures to 
Tfallible for themſelves ;, and yet aflert that Pope and General Councils are 
to be believed 1nfallible, becauſe they define themſelves to be ſo. Than which 
no greater abſurdity can be well imagind. For they who aflert that the 
Scriptures are to be bclieved for themſelves, do not thereby mean that they 
are to be belicved Tfallible mecrly becauſe they ſay they are Ifallible,but 
that out of the Scriptures ſuch Arguments may be brought, as may ſuthci- 
ently prove that they come from God. But when you fay, that 1'ope and 
General Conncils are to be belicved Infallible, becauſe of their implicite 
definition that they arc ſo, you can mcan nothing elſe, but that they arc 
Irfallible, becauſe they take upon them to be Infallible, for that is all I can 
underſtand by your implicite definition ;, for if they ſhould decree they 
were Infallible, that were an explicite definition, But yet how ſhould this 
implicite definition be known ? tor it mult be ſome way certainly known. 
or cl{c we can never bclieve 'that they are Tfall;ible upon that account. 
Which way then muſt we underſtand that they avplicitely define it ? Is 
It by their mecting, debating, dccrecing matters of Faith £ that cannot 
be, for Councits have done all theſe which arc acknowledged to have erred. 
Is it by Pope and Conncil joyning together ? but how can that be, unlcl 
I know before, that , when Pope and Council joyn, they arc 1zfaHible * 
It this then be all the way to prove that Pope and Council arc true Biſops 
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becauſe 1nfallible, and they are Infal/ible becauſe they define themſelves 
to be fo ; I ſee,there is an abſolute neteſſity of a mans putting out the eze 
of his reaſon, if ever he hopes to ſee Pope and Conncils Infallible, But fur- 
ther yet, there is more abſurdity {ti]l (it morecan be imagin'd) in this ex- 
ccllent Anſwer; for here is a new Labyrinth for our Authour to ſport hini- 
ſelf in. For, we are to believe a Conncit toconfilt of lawful Byhops be- 
cauſe they are Tfallible, and yet his only way to prove them Infallible, 
is by ſuppoſing that they conliſt of lawful Biſhops, ForT ask,Whether all 
perlons mecting together in Conncal are Infallible 2 No. Areall Biſhops of 
Proteſtant, and the Greek, and other Churches beſides the Roman,allembled 
in Council Infallible 2 No. Muſt it not then be ſuppoſed, that the Biſhops 
are lawful! B:{bops, before they can imzplicitely define themiclves Infallible 2 
And if their lawfulnels muſt be ſuppoſed betore their 1»fallibility, they 
cannot firſt be proved to be Infallible, before we can know, Whether they 
were lawful Biſhops or no. And we cannot know them to be Jawful Bz- 
ſhops, unleſs we knew the intention of the Priest ; and therefore it remains 
proved with evidence equal to a demonſtration, that your certainty of your 
Churches Infallibility, can be no greater than that you have of the Prieſts 
intention in the adminiſtration of Sacraments. : 
And by this it appears, how ablurdly you go about to compare the caſe 
of Pope and C wt with that of the Prophets and Apoſtles of old. For you 
challenge not an »fallibility by immediate inſpiration, but ſuch as is con- 
ſtantly reſident in the Church by vertue of ſome particular promiſes, which 
mult ſuppoſe the per/ors in whom it lodges to be actually members of the 
Church, And theretore all the proof of their 1nfallibility depends upon 
the certainty of that, which you can never ſatisfie any rational men in 
but, I hope, you will not ſay, it was ſo in the Prophets and Apoſtles, Be- 
ſides, God never lent any perſons with a mellage from himlelfto the world, 
but he gave the world (uthcient evidence in point of reaſon that He ſent 
tliems either by racles, the Teſtimony of other Prophets who wrought 
them, or ſome other ſatisfactory way to humane rcalon, as I have elſe- 
where proved at large, But there is no ſuch thing in your caſe, no rati- 
onal evidence at all is offered, but we muſt believe the Corncil lawtul 
becauſe 1nfal/;ble, and we mult believe it Zrfallible becaule it detines itſelf 
tobe ſo, Neither 1s it pothble to conceive that any man ſhould believe 
whatever the Prophet or Apoitle ſaid, tobe Infallibly true ; unleſs he were 
before convinced,that they were Ifallible who (pake it. But for this you 
have a further Anlwer, That it is ot neceſſary to believe the Infailibility of 
the propoſer, viz. prioritate temporis,7# reſpec? of time, and afterwards the 
Iyfallibility of the Doſrine he propoſeth : but it ſufjiceth to believe it first pri- 
oritate naturu, ſo a3 the Infallibility of the teacher be preſuppoſed to the Infalli- 
bility of bis Dotſrine, But what this makes to your purpoſe, I underſtand 
not. For it is not the tizze, but the evidence we enquire for, or the ground 
on which we are to bclieve the propoler 1nfallible, Whether it muſt not 
be ſomething elſe beſides the 7mphicite defining himlclt to be Infallible g 
You allert that to be a ſufficient ground in the cate of Pope and Conncils 2 
and I pray, Will it not be as ſuthcient in the caſe of a Qaker, or Enthuſiaſt? 
May not they as well pretend this, that they are Infulible & and if you ask 
them what evidence they have for it, they may tell you, juſt the ſame that 
Pope and Comncil have tobe ſo: tor,as they p/icitely define themſelves to be 
Infallible, ſo do they. So that, talk what you will of private Spirits and 
Enthuſtaſms | know no1e lay {» great a toundatioa for them as you do uport 
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this pretence 3 That we are to believe the Pope and Council Infallible,becauſe 
implicitly they define themſelves to be ſo. Than which, one could hardly 
meet witha more abſurd Anſwer from the higheſt Exthuſraſt : for, he can 
tell you as boldly, that he hath the $pzrit of God, becauſe he hath ir; and 
juſt ſo much you lay, and no more, Pope and Council are Infallible, becanſe 
they are Infal/ible. But I muſt pity you: I know you would not Willing- 
ly have run into theſe abſardities, but it was your hard fortune to main- 
tain a bad cauſe, and you could not poſhbly help it; for the ſtraights you 
were in, were ſo great, that you muſt venture thorow ſome great abſargi. 
ty to get out of them. But all the pity I have for you 1s gone, whenl read 
your next words. Th#s we concerve the Relator's Achilles is fallen. How 
fallen? -If he be, itis only with Ante, to riſe the ſtronger. But I aſlure 
you, ſo far was he from falling by any force of your Anſwer, that he ſtands 
more impregnably than ever,having not ſo much as a heel lefc,that You can 
wound him in. And if you have nothing more to ſay, than what you 
here give us in anſwer to this argument, which you tell us, is the common 
Anſwer of Divines ; I am fo fartrom wondring that his Lordſhip took no 
notice of it, that I ſhall only wonder at the weakneſs of your judgement ; 
or largeneſs of your Faith, that can ſo contcntedly fwallow fuch grand 
ablurdities. 

Tf this be but, as you ſay, the Prologue to the Play, I doubt you will find 
but a fad Cataſtrophe in it : The main buſmeſs, you tell us, is about the Prieſts 
intention, concerning which he poſitively layes down, that it is not of abſolute 
neceſſity to the eſſence of a Sacrament, ſo as to make it void, though the Prieſts 
thoughts ſhould wander from his work. at the inſtant of uſing the eſſentidl; f 
a Sacrament :, yea, or have in him an anal intention to ſcorn the Church, 
What now have you to ſhew to the contrary ? Jf the Prieſts intention be not 
abſolutely neceſſary to the eſſence or validity of a Sacrament, you deſire a reaſon 
of your adverſaries, Why we ſhould not think a Prieſt conſecrates the body of 
Chriſt. as #ruch at a Table where there is Wheaten Bread before hin,and that e- 
either by way of diſputation, or reading the 26, Chapter of $t. Matthew, 
he pronounces the words, Hoc eſt corpus meum , 4s he doth at the Al- 
tar ;, fmce here 3s the true form, Hoc eſt corpus meum , the' true matter 
Wt Leaten Bread , and he that pronounces the form, is a true Prieſt, and yet 
in all mens judgement here's no true Sacrament made, Something elſe there- 
fore is requiſtte to the eſſence of a Sacrament, and, What can that poſſibly 
be, if it be not the intention which the Church requires * Since your re- 
queſt is reaſonable, I ſhall endeavour your farisfaction, and the rather 
bccauſe it tends to the full clearing the buſineſs in hand. To your En- 
quiry then, I anſwer, That the Inſtztution of Chriſt requiring ſuch a jolem- 
nity tor the adminiſtration of it, and ſuch a diſpoſetion' in the Church for 
the receiving it, and the performance of ſuch a&s, in order to the admini- 
{tration, by the diſpenſer of it; theſe do ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the Lords 
Supper trom all orher actions, what matter, form, or perſon ſoever be there. 
Were not in the Apeſtles times the aſſembling of the people together for 
this cnd, and the ſolemn performance of the a#s of adminiſtration, ſut- 
ficient to diſcriminate the Lords Supper, from reading the 26. of Matthew, 
by an Apoſtle at the Table, whenghere was Bread and V7neupon it > And 
{| mult confels, I cannot but wonder that you ſhould be ſo much to ſeek, 
as not to know the one from the other, unleſs you knew the Prieſts inten- 
tion But I conftder, your Queſtion was not made for 4poſtolical times, 
but for private aſſes, wherein the Frieſt may mumble over the words of 
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Conſecration to himſelf, and none elle be the wiler or better for what he 

faith, or doth. Here it was indeed very" requiſite you ſhould make the 

Prieſts intention neceſlary to diſcriminate this aCtion, from that you men- 

tioned ; but, where-ever the Lords Supper is duly admuniltred according 

to the Primitive Inſtitution, the ſolemnity of the action and circumſtances 

do ſo far individuare it,as ſufficiently to difference it from any other for-2a- 

lities whatſoever. And fo it is in conferring Orders ; Is there not enough, 
do you think, 'in the ſolemnity of the action, with the preceding circuzr- 
ſtances, and the Biſhops laying on of his hands, with the uling the words 

proper to that occaſion, to ditierence it from the Bihops cafual laying his 

hands on the head of a man, and in the mean time reading perchance the 

words of ordination £ We alert then, that no further zterton is at all zc- 

ceſſary to the eſſence of a Sacrament, but what is diſcoverable by the out- 

ward action. Which being of that nature, which may difference it ſelf 

by reaſon of peculiar circumſtances from others, there is no imaginable 

neceſlity to have recourſe to the private iztention of the Prieſt for fati(- 

faction. But ſee how unreaſonable you are herein; tor you would make 

that to be neceſlary to diſtinguiſh a Sacramental aFion trom any other, 

which itis impoſſible any man ſhould be acquainted with. For, if I had 

no other way to diſtinguiſh inthe caſe you mention, but the Prieſts znter- 

tion, I] muſt be as much to ſeek as ever, unlels I cerrainly knew what the 

Prieſts intention was; which if you have an art of being acquainted with, 

I pretend not toit. Is it then neceſlary to diſtinguiſh the one from the 

other, or not ? If not, To what end 18 your Queſtion ? It it be, To what 

purpole is the Prieſts intention, when I cannot know it 2 But you would 

ſeem to object againſt the circumſtances dilcriminating a Sacramental ation, 

1, If the rumances do ſhew to the ſtanders by that the Prieſt really intends 

to make a Sacrament, and this ſigmfication be neceſſary; then the Prieſts in- 

tention is neceſſary, or elſe, Why is it neceſſary it ſhould be ſignified 8 1 anſwer, 

The circumſtances are not intended to tignihie the Prieſts intention any fur- 

ther, than that zteztion is diſcoverable by the aFzons themlelves, ſothat 

it isnot any ##ward intention which is thereby ſignified, but only ſuch an 

intention as the outward ation imports, which 1s the celebration of the 

bleſſed Sacrament, S0it is not the Prieſts intending to make a Sacrament , 

as you phraſify it, but his intending to celebrate zt, z. e. not ſuch an inter- 

tion as 1s unitive of matter and form, as your Schools ſpeak in this caſe, but 

ſuch as relates to the external aFion. But againſt this you urge, 2. That 
ſuch external ſignification is not at all neceſſary ;, for, lay you, Might not a Ca- 

tholick Prieſt, to ſave the ſoul of ſome dying Infant, baptize it, if he could with- 

out any ſuch ſignification by cireumſtances © Yes, and a very charitable man 

he would be in it too, if without any ſigni/ication by circumſtances, he could 

Jave the ſoul of a dying Infant. But I thould think his meer intention were p 
luffcient and well.as the chzef Prieſt wauld ſupply the reſt,as the Schools de- Phe 
termine in a like calc. For they put a very hard Queſtion to themſelves, 

If the intention of a Frieſt be neceſſary to the validity of a Sacrament, then, 

I Pat becomes of the ſoul of an Infant, which dyes, being baptized without the rand Abs 
Prieſt's intention £ To which they anſwer, 1t may very pionufly be believed, ir. part 4. 
that in that caſe, lummus Sacerdos fupplebit, the High Prieſt will ſupply that gy oy 
defef; and what they ay of intention, iz1much more true of Baptiſm: it Ft + = 
ſelf; for in caſe 1t be not done out of contezzpt. 1 fay that ſimmus Sacerdos judicie,orc. 
Supplebit : it is not the meer want of Baptiſz will damn the foul of the 1n- py: 
fant, (as you ſuppoſe) when you make 1t to neceſlary, to uſe ſuch ſbifts queſt. 1.94 fin 
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as you ſpeak of, to ſave the ſoul of a dying Infant, But, Do you think {- 
riouſly, that is the way to doit ; for 4 Prieſt, under a Phyſical pretence to 
ſprinkle water on the Childs face often. and once among the veſt, to ſay ſoftly. or 
by way of diſcourſe, Ego te baptizo, &c. with intention 10 confer the $qcy 1. 
ment £ But you ask however, Whether the Child be not really baptized | s 
this, although none took notice of what the Pricſt did £ 1 anſwer, theugh we 
ſhould grant It, yet it Proves not that the Prieſts inward intention was It 
which made it a Sacrament ; but the obſcrvation of the 7nſtztution of 
Chriſt in the external actions ; and fo far, as that is obſerved in this odd 
kind of baptizing, (ofar it is Baptiſm, andno more. There are two things 
therefore to be obſerved in Sacramental ations. 1. The differencing of 
them from other common or ordinary ations.ard this welay is done by the 
circumſtances attending them. 2.'The validity of them as Sacraments, and 
this depends wholly and only on the obſcrvation of Chriſt's 1»ſ{itation.F or, 
as it is 1ſtitution which makes a Sacrament, lo it 1s the cbſcrvation of it. 
which makes this a Sacramertal ation, and not ancther. But in neither 
calc is the Prieſts intention necellary to the clience of a Sacrament ; for it 
may have its full torce in all re{peCts it was appointed tor, whatcver the 
Prieſts inward intention be. So that neither of your Inſtances, as to the 
Sacraments ct Baptiſm, or the Euchariſt, do at all imply the necefty of 
the Prieſts intention, m order tothe ellcence of a Sacrament, in cithcr of 
them. 

As for the inconvenience which, you fay, #he Biſhop pretends would fol- 
low out of this Doftrine, viz. that no man can reſt ſecure that he hath Leen re- 
ally made partaker of any Sacrament, no not of Baptiſm it ſelf. You anſwer, 
1. That as to the far greater part of Chriſtians, the inconvenicnce follows as 
zmch out of the Biſhops principles as yours, that they cannot be abſslutcly cer- 
tain that they are baptized ; becauſe the Pricſt may witiate ſomething pertain- 
ing to the eſſentials of Baptiſmr. 2. You anſwer, That moral Aſſurance is ſuf- 
ficrent in ſuch caſes, 1. e. ſuch as is liable tono juſt canſe of doubting and ſu- 
ſpefing the contrary. We accept of this latter Anſwer in reference to your 
retortion of the inconvenience upon Us,as to which we lay,'] hat where isno 
fufficicnt cauſe of doubting, a man ought to reſt ſatished. But I (hall now 
{hc you, that this zzoral Aſſurance cannot be ſufhcicent in your caſe, and 
that for theſe Reaſons, 1. Becauſe you build a main principle of Faith 
upon it, and you ſay, That moral Aſſurance cannot be a ſufficient foundation 

for Faith: for then all your diſcourle of the reſolution of Faith,comes to no- 
thing. which runs upon this principle, That nothin: ſhort of Tnfallibility can 
be a jufficient foundation for Faith, Now that you build a principle of Faith 
upon It, is cvident,as I have proved already, even all that I-f./bility,you 
pretend to in Church, Pope, and Conncit; tor all depends upon this, that you 
certainly know, that ſuch perlons in your Church have had the Sacrament 
of Baptiſ#2 truly adminiſtred, which cannot be without knowing the Prieſts 
intention. 2, Becaulc you acknowledged betore, that there mult be fucha 
certainty as is ſuthcient to ground an 1fal/ible belief 5, tor this you placed 
in his Lordſhips Cbjcftion, and this you pretended to fatisfie, by ſaying, 
That the Pope and Council implicitly define themſelves to be Infallible ; and 
therefore you fall much bencath your ſelf now, when you fay, Moral 4/;u- 
rance is ufticicnt. 3. Becaule we have far greater ground for moral Aſa 
rance than you : for we make no more requiſite to the eſſence of a Sacra- 
ment, than what all racn are competent judges ofz and vu Court allows 
no ſuch Baptiſrs, wherein none but the Frieft is preſent 3 theretore 1t he 
e1tiates 
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vitiates any thing eſſential to Baptiſez, it may ealily be diſcovered ; but in 
your cale you haveno poſitive Aſrance at all of the Prieſts intention, the 
utmoſt you can pretend to, is, your having no ground to luſpett it, which 
in many cates there may be. So that you cannot have properly a zzoral 
Certainty, which hath ſome evidence to build it felt upon ; but in your 
caſe there can be noevidence at all of the Prieſts intention, and therefore 
the knowledge of it is uncertain and conjectural. $9 that there is a vaſt 
difference between that moral Aſſurance,which we _ have from the ex- 
ternal aFion, and that which you can poſſibly have from the Prieſts in- 
tention. 4. The danger is far greater, in not having this Aſuraxce upon 
your principles, than upon ours, and yet we have far greater Aſſurance than 
you can poſſibly pretend to. Your danger 1s manifeſtly greater, as appears 
by this evident demonſtration of it, viz. that in caſe the Prieſts intention 
be wanting, you muſt, by your own confeſſion, be guilty of groff 1dolatry ; 
and yet you cannot certainly know, what the Prieſts intention was. This 
is plain in the caſe of the Euchariſt, whole adoration you profeſs to be law- 
ful, becauſe you _ Chriſt to be preſent there. Now this depends 
upon a thing impoſlible for you certainly to know, and that isthe Prieſts 
intention in the Conſecration. For it the Prieſt wanted that inward inten- 
tion which you make neceſlary to theeflence of a Sacrament, then, for all 
his pronouncing the words of Conſecration, Hoc eft corpus meunt, Chriſt s bo- 
dy may not be there; and in caſe 1t be not there, you are by your own con- 
fcſlion guilty of 1dolatry, for you do not then worſhip Chriſt, but meerly 
the Bread. Therefore, luppoling adoration cf the Enchariſt upon your 
principle of Tranſubſtantiation were not 1dolatry, yet ſince that depends 
upon a thing 7#:poſſeble to be k&vown, Who can with a good conſcience du 
that, which he cannot be certain, but in the doing it, he may commit the 
greateſt Idolatry * Wheretore, all the ill conſequences of this Doctrine of 
the intention of the Prieſt conlidered, beſides the palpable errours of it, 
never was any Doctrine more imprudently contrived, or more weakly 
managed, than when this was decrced at the Conneils of Florence and 
Trent, . 

You ſptnd many words to explain that virtual intention which the 
Schools have takenup from Scot#s upon this ſubject ; but, all that you ſay, 
adds nothing of fatisfaCtion : upon theſe grounds, 1. Becauſe this virtual in:- 

tention muſt ſuppoſe ſome aFual intention,foit is in all thoſe caſes you men- 
tion of a ſervant on his journey, a labourer at his work ; though theſe ma y 
not have alwaies an expreſs intertion of the delign of their journey or 1a- 
bour, yet there is ſufticient evidence from both of them, to know they had 
an aFual intention, and there,is no neceſlity of knowing any more of ir. 
than what their aTions diſcover : but in your caſe it is neccllary to know 
that there was once an anal intention, becauſe upon that depends the 
eſence of the Sacrament © and that is it which we object againſt you, that 
you cannot haveany allurance that thePrieſt ever had an expre intention | 
Wedo not therefore ſay, that any wandring thoughts aſtcr, do deſtroy 
the e//errce of a Sacrament; but the want of an aFxal intention at all v PO 1 
your principles dotlt it, and this you cannot be certain of upon your 
grounds. And therefore your virtual intention doth you no ſervice at all : 
tor you ſay, This virtual intention is, when the Prieſt doth really operate.or cc- 
lebrate the Sacrament in virtue of an expreſSintention which he had todo it x 
therctorc it neceſſarily follows, that the efence and validity of the $4- 
crament mult depend upon the fir{t expreſs zntention, and not the attcr vir- 
tha 
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tual one. So that if you cannot be certain of the firſt anal intention, 
the Sacrament may want its eſlence, for all that you know. 2. Though a 
virtual intention may be conliſtent with ſome wandring thoughts from the 
firſt intention, yet not with an exprefs 7ntention to the contrary, Ag jy 
your own inſtance, A ſervant ſent upon buſineſs, hath at firſt an expreſs 51/- 
tention, tro do what his Maſter comn:ands him; after, falling into company 
upon his way, he lofeth for the time his a@ral :ntentionz but, as long as 
he goes on upon his firſt buſineſs, he retains, I grant, a virtual intention of 
it : but, ſuppoſing that company dillwade him from it, or his own mind 
turn, ſo that he hath an a&@zal intention to the contrary, Will you fay, this 
man retains his virtxal intention (till 2 Now our argument doth net lye 
mcerly in this, that the Prieft, at the inſtant of Conſecration, may have hig 
mind diſtracted from the matter, in which caſe you ſay,7ke virtual intention 
remains ſtill, and is ſufficient; but, that you cannot have any certainty, but 
he may have an adza! and expreſsintention to the contrary, at the inſtant of 
Conſecration, and this deſtroyes his virtual intention, and conſequent}; 
the cllence of the Sacrament. For, as long as you require an 7i7wa#d z1;. 
tention, beſides the external af10n, you mult be atlured, that hc had ng 
actual contrary intention at that time, or cl{c your virtual intention (in! 
fies nothing to your purpoſe or fatisfattion. That which remains, is co 
cerning Catharinys, of whom his Lordſhip ſayes, That being preſent at Trent, 
be diſputed this caſe very learnedly, and made it moſt evident, that this 0yz- 
ion cannot be defended, but that it muſt open a way for any unwortly Priefs, 
to make infinite nullities in the adminiſtration of Sacraments: and that his 
arguments were of ſuch ſtrength, as amazed the other Divines which were pre- 
ſent, And concluded, that no internal intention was required in the Miniſter 
of a Sacrament, but that intention which did appear, opere externo, in the 
work, it ſelf performed by him :, and that if he had unworthily any wandring 
thoughts ; nay more, any contrary intention within him, yet it neither did.nor 
could hinder the bleſſed effetf of any Sacrament. To this you anſwer, That 
the Cardinal Palavicino #s clear of opirion, that the Council decreed nothing 
againſt him :, becauſe he denicd not an intention to be neceſſary in the $acra- 
ment, but only explicated the thing differently from the common way of thc 
Schoolmen. But whoſoever will read the arguments which Catharinae uled 
in the Corncil of Trent againſt the Prieſts intention, will cafily find that lic 
dilputes againſt all manner of 7»ward intention, but ſuch as may be diſco- 
vered by the external action. But we muſt confider that Palavicino had 
a particular kindneſs for Catharinzs, as being of Siena (the preſent Popes 
Country ) inſomuch that Ceſar Aquilinivs ſaith, If Luther had been of 
Siena, the Cardinal Palavicino world have defended him : and thence he 
endeavours to vindicate him in the point of certitude of Grace, as well as 
in this of the Prieſts intention, though in both, he gocs contrary to the 
general ſenſe of your Divimes, both then at Trent, and ever fince; who 
looked on both Opinions of Catharings, as condemned there, as is manifclt 
by Bellarmin, Snares, Vaſquez, Valentia, and others. But however,we may 
obſerve this from hence, What an excellent Rule of Faith, and Judge of 
Controverſies the Decrces of your Council of Trent are, when there have 
becn, and areſtill, ſuch different Opinions, and cager conteſts about the 
ſenlc of them : that in one point Dominicas 4 Soto faith, the Corncil ducrced 
of Is tide, Catharinus ſaith juſt the contrary, and yct both great Divines 
and. preſent inthe Conner, And in this DoCtrine ot the antertion of thc 
Prieſt, the gencral apprehenſion then was, and hath been ſince, that Ca- 
tharinmus 
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Before we come to the ſecond, you lay, His Lordſhip preſents ſuch a 
quaint ſubtilty againſt the Popes right to confirm them, and the neceſſity of his 
Confirmation, that you cannot well avoid the taking notice of it, Thus then, 
you ſay, he argues, No Council js confirmed till it be finiſhed : and when it is 

finiſhed, even before the Fopes Confirmation be put tort , either it hath erred, 


or it hath not erred : If it hath erred, the Pope ought not to confirm it 5 and if 


he do, it is avoid att : for no power can make falſhood truth : If it hath 

zot erred, then it was true before the Pope confirmed it ;, ſo his Confirmation 

adds nothing but his own aſſent. As quaint a ſubtilty as you call this, Iam 
ſure you are hard put to it, to return any fatisfactory Anlwer toit. For 
you diſtinguiſh of the Popes joynt-conſent, and of his actual Confirmation ; in 
caſe, ſay you, the Pope either in perſon, or by his Legats concurr with the Coun- 
cil, then the definition is unqueſtionably Infallible 5 but in caſe he doth not, 
then the aiFual Confirmation is neceſſary ; but in caſe the Council erre, the 
Pope ought not, and it is impoſſible he ſhould confirm it ;, but if he doth not erre, 
you grant it is true, before the Pope confirms it, but his Confirmation makes us 
infallibly certain that it is true. This is the full force of your Anſwer, 
which by no means takes off the difticulty, as will appear, 1. That by 
reaſon of the Pope's rare appearance in Gemreral Councils (never in any that 
are unqueſtioned by the Greek and Latin Churches) that of his joynt- conſent 
cannot ſerve you : neither doth the preſence of his Legats ſuffice ; for it is 
determined by Be/armir, and proved by many reaſons, that though the 
Pope's Legats conſent , yet if they have not the expref ſertence of the 

Pope, the Council may erre notwithſtanding. So that (till the Popes aftual 
Confirmation is ſuppoſed neceſlary, and that after the definitions of the 

Council are paſſed. And this is the caſe which his Lordſhip ſpeaks to : and 

for your anſwer to that, I ſay, 2. That inplain terms you + the Popes 

perſonal Infallibility, which you diſowned the defence of before : for you 
lay, In caſe the Conncil erre, not only the Pope ought not to confirm it, but 

that it is impoſſible he ſhould. Which, What 1s it other than to allert, 

that the Pope ſhall never erre, though the Council may ? Neither 1s it ſut- 

ficient toſay, That he ſhall never erre in confirming the Decrees of a Council : 

for in this caſe the Comncil is ſuppoſed aCtually to erre already, fo that no- 

thing of Infa/ibility can be at all ſuppoſed in the Council; and if the Pope 

be not conſidered in his perſonal capacity, he might erre as well as the 

Council, From whence it tollows, fince you ſuppoſe that a Comncil may 

erre, but not the Pope, that you really judge the Council not to be Infal- 

lible, but the Pope only. 3. When you ſay, That if the Connciterred not,the 

Popes Confirmation doth not makethe definition true, but makes us infal- 

libly certain that it is true. I enquire further, Whereon this Infal/ible 

Certainty depends ? on a promiſe made to the Council, or to the Pope ? not 

to the Council, for that you grant may erre ; but it 1s impoſſible the Pope 

ſhould confirm it, therefore (till it is fome promile of the Popes Tnfallibility 
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which makes men Infal/ibly certain of the truth of what the Council dc. 
crces. 4. To what purpoſe then are all thoſe prowriſes and proofs of $crj. 
pture which you produced concerning the Conncils Tyfal/ibility, if, not- 
withſtanding them, a Gemeral Conncal mayerr © Only the Pope ſhall never 
confirm it, and although it do not err, yet we cannot be -Ifallibly certain 
of it, but by the Popes confirmation, And let any realonable man judge, 
whether a promiſe of the Popes Infallibility, though there be none at a] 
concerning Conncils, be not ſufficient for all this ? $0 that upon theſe prin- 
ciples you take away the leaſt degree of necejſuy of any {rfallibility in 
Conncils, and rclolve all intothe Popes Infallibility. Forto what purpoſe 
are they Infallible, if we cannot be certain that any thing which they de- 
cree is true, but by the Popes confirmation ? | 
But that the Popes confirmation cannot make the Decrees of thoſe you 
account Gemreral Councils Infallible, nor us Infalibly Certain of the truth 
of them, his Lordſhip proves by another evidence in matter of fact, wiz, 
That the Pope hath erred by teaching in and by the Council of Lateran (con- 
firmed by Innocent 3.) that Chriſt is preſent in the Sacrament by way of 
Tranſubſlantiation. Which (his Lordſhip ſaith) was wever heard of in the 
Primitive Church, nor till the Council of Lateran 5 nor can it be proved out of 
Scripture ;, and taken properly cannot ſtand with the erounds of Chriſtian Re- 
ligion. This you call a ſtrange kind of proceeding to aſſert a point of ſo great 
importance, without ſolving or ſo much as taking notice of the pregnant proofs 
your Authours bring both out of $cripture and Fathers to the contrary of what 
he mainly affirms. How pregnant thoſe proofs are, we muſt examing af- 
terwards ; but his Lordſhip might juſtly leave it to thoſe who allert {6 
ſtrange a Doftrine to produce their evidence for it. Eſpecially, (inceit 
is confellcd by ſo many among your ſelves, That it could not be ſufficiently 
proved, either from Scripture or Fathers to bind men 
to the belief of it, till the Church had defined it inthe 
Council of Lateran: Since, the more moderate and 
learned men among your ſelves (Biſhop Tonltall for 
one ) have looked on that definition as a raſh and incon- 
ſrderate aFion. Since, the Engliſh Jeſuits confeſſed, 
that the Fathers did not meddle with the Doftrine of 
Tranſubſtantiation. Since, Suarez confeſſeth that the 
names uſed by the Fathers, are more accommodated to 
an accidental change. Since, Father Barns acknow- 
ledgeth that Tranſubſtantiation is not the Faith of the 
Church, and that Scripture and Fathers may be ſuffici- 
ently expounded of a Supernatural preſence of the body of Chriſt without any 
change in the ſubſtance of the Elements. For which he produces a large 
Catalogue of Fathers and others. Since therefore we have ſuch confelli- 
ons of your own fide, What need his Lordſhip (in a Controverlie fo 
throughly ſifted as this hath been) bring all the Teſt;zz2ontes of both lides 
which had bcen fo often and ſo punCtually examin'd by others. At leaſt 
(you ſay) he ſhould have cleared how Tranſubſtantiation may be taken impro- 
perly, whereas of all the words which the Church uſeth, there is none methinks 
leſs apt to a Metaphorical and figurative ſenſe, then this of Tranſubſt autiation. 
By which I ſee you are a man who would really ſeem to believe” Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, and are afraidef nothing, but that it ſhould not be impoſſeble 
enough for you to believe it. For his Lordſhip was only afraid, that 
though the word it {elf were groſs enough. yet ſome of the more ay 
anc 


'ft.11- 9 3+ 
« M'ſ| e. le(t. 40. 


PR ———_—————__ 


Chap. III, General Councils. 


——— 


and ſubtle wits might tra»ſubſtantiate the word it (elf and leave only the 
accidents of it behind, by taking it in a ſþpiritnal ſenſe 5 as Belarmin con- 
felles thoſe words of St. Bernard, In Sacramento exhiberi nobis veram car- 
ris ſubſtantiam ſed ſpiritualiter non carnaliter, have a true ſenſe ; but adds, 
that the word \piritualiter muſt not be too often uſed 5 and the Conncil of 
Trent would ſeem to provide an evaſion by Sacramentaliter : and his Lord- 
ſhip not well knowing what they would have by ſuch expreſſions, there- 
| forehe faith, properly taken it cannot ſtand with the grounds of Chriſtian 
Religion. And for all thoſe expreſitons, Be//armin as well as the Council 
take it inas groſs a manner as you can delire ; and I think the Phyſtian 
who wanted zmpoſſebilities enough to exerciſe his Faith, needed nothing elſe 
to try it, but your Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. But you lay, The tern 
indeed was firit authoriſed by the Council of Lateran, as 5winG by that of 
Nice 5 but for the thing it ſelf ſignified by this term, which js a real con- 
verſion of the ſubſtance of bread into the body of Chriit and of wine into 
his blood, "tis clear enough , that it was ever held for a Divine truth, 
If you prove but that, I will never quarrel with you about the term, call 
it Tranſubſtantiation or what you will z but we do not think it fo clear, as 
not to want proofs ſtronger for the belief of it, then all the repugnancies 
of ſenſe and reaſon are againſt it. For it is a vain thing for you to attempt 
to prove {o unreaſonable a Doctrine as this is, by ſome few lame citations 
of Fathers, unleſs you can firſt prove that the Authority of them is ſo great, 
as to make me believe any thing they ſay,though never lo contrary to ſenſe 
and reaſon. If you could bring ſome places of the Fathers to prove that 
we muſt renounce abſolutely the judgement of ſenſe, believe things moſt 
contradictious to reaſon, yet you mult firſt ſhew that the evidence they 
bring is greater then that of ſezſe or reaſov. Or that I am more bound 
to believe them, then I am to believe the greateſt evidence of ſexſe or rea- 
ſon. When you lay, In theſe caſes we muſt ſubmit reaſon to Faith; we ac- 
knowledge it, when it is no manifeſt contradiction, in things fo obvious 
to ſenſe or realon, that the aſlerting it, will deſtroy the uſe of our faculties 
and make us turn abſolute Scepticks ;, for then Faith, muſt be deſtroyed 
too. For may not a man queſtion, as well, whether his hearing may not 
deceive him as his fight, and by that means he may queſtion all the Tra- 
dition of the - wm and what becometh of his Faith then ? and if his 
ſight might deceive him ina proper object of it, Why might not the Apo- 
files ſight deceive them in the body of Chriſt being rilen trom the grave 2? 
And it a man may be bound to believe that to be falſe which his ſ-nfe 
judges to be true, what afſurance can be had of any miracles which were 
wrought to confirm the Chriſtian Dofrine £ and theretore his Lord{hip 
might well ſay, That Tranſubſtantiation is not conſiſtent with the grounds of 
Chriſtian Keligion. Put of this I have ſpoken already, That which | 
am now upon, is not how far reaſo# 1s to be ſubmitted to Divine Authority, 
in caſe of certainty that there is a Divine Revelation .tor what I an to be- 
lieve z but how far it is to be renounced, when all the evidence which 1s 
brought is fromthe Authority of the Fathers £ So that the Queltion in 
ſhort is, Whether there be greater evidence that I am bound to believe 
the Fathers in a matter contrary to ſenſe and reaſon, or «lie to adhere to 
the judgement of ther though in vppotition to the Fathers Auchority 2? 
And ſince, you donot grant their Authorzty immediately Divine; fince you 
pretend not to places as clear out of them as the judgement of ſexſe and 
reaſon js in this caſe; lince you dare not ſay, that all the Fathers are as much 
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agreed about it, as the ſenſes of all mankind are about the matter in j. 
ſpute ; Ithink with men who have not already renounced all that looks 
like reaſon, this will be no matter of Controverhe at all. From whence 
it follows, that ſuppoſing the Fathers were as clear for you (as they axe 
againſt you ) in this ſubject, yet that would not be enough to perlwade yg 
to believe ſo many contradi@ions as Tranſubſt antiation involves in it meer. 
ly becauſe the Fathers delivered it to us. I {peak not this, as though | 
did at all fear the clearneſs of any Teſtimony you can produce out of they, 
but to ſhew you that you take not a competent way to prove luch a Do- 
ftrine as Tranſubſtantiation is, For nothing but a ſtronger evidence than 
that of ſenſe and reaſov, can be judged luthcient to overlway the clear 
dictates of both. 

This being premiſed, I come to conſider the clear cvidence you produce 
out of Antiquity tor this Doctrine, and ſince you pretend to ſo much 
choice in reterring us to Be/armin and Gualtierws for more, } muſt cither 
much diſtruſt your judgement, or ſuppoſe thele the cleareſt to be had jn 


them, and therefore the examination of theſe will fave the labour of 


ſearching for the reſt. And yet it 1s the great unhappineſs of your cauſe, 


that there is ſcarce one of all the Teſtimonies you make uſe of, but cither 
its Authority is {lighted by ſome of your own writers, or ſufficient reaſons 
given againſt it by many of ours, Your firſt is of 8. Cyprian (or at leaf 
an Authour of thoſe firſt ages of the Church ) who ſpeaking of the Sacrament of 
the Euchariſt, ſaith. This common bread chane'd into fleſh and blood viveth 
life. 4nd again, The bread which our Lord gave to his Diſciples being chang'd 
not in its outward form or ſemblance, but in its inward nature or ſubſtance, by 
the omnipotency of the word is made fleſh, As to this Teſtimony there are 
two things to be conſidered, the authority, and the meaning of it. For 
its Authority, you ſeem doubtful your ſelf, whether S. Cyprzar's or no (ſince 
Bellarmin and others of your own deny it) but at leaſt you lay, ar Authour 
of thoſe firſt ages of the Church, but you bring no evidence at all for it, 
Bellarmin grants that he is younger then St. Augnſtine; and others fay that 
none mention him for 800 years after St. Cyprians time. And the abun- 
dance of barbariſms which that book is ſo full fraught with,manifeſt, that 
it is of a much later extraF7on then the time it pretends to. But the 
matter ſeems to be now out of queſtion 3 fince the Book is extant in the 
King of France's Library with an Inſcription to Pope Adrian, and a MSS, of 
it is in the Library of Al-Sonls in Oxford with the fame Inſcription and 
the name of Arnaldus Bonavillacenſis ; who was St. Bernards co-tempo- 
rary, and lived in the twelfth Cezztury. And thoſe who have taken the 
pains to compare this Book with what 1s extant of the ſame Authour in 
the Bibliotheca Patrum, not only obſerve the very ſame barbariſms, but the 
ſame conceptions and expreſſions about the Sacrament which the other 
hath. Although therefore I might juſtly reject this teſtimony as in all 
reſpects incompetent, yet I ſhall not take that advantage of you; but, ſup- 
poling him an A#thour as ancient as you would have him, I fay he proves 
not the thing you bring him for. For which, two things muſt be enquired 
into. 1. What kind of preſence of Chriif he aflerts in the Sacrament, 
2. What change he ſuppoſes to be made in the Elements. For your 
Doctrine aſlerts, That there is a converſron of the whole ſubſtance of bread 
and wine into the ſubſtance of the natural body and blood of Chri$t, and that 
this conveniently, properly, and moſt aptly is call d Tranſulſtantiation. Now 
if this Authour ſpeaks wholly of a real but ſpiritual preſence of Chriit, and 
it 
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ifhe aſſerts that the ſubſtance of bread and wine do remain (till,you can have 
no pretence at all left, that this Authonr allerts your Doftrine of Trarſub- 


ſtantiation. For the firſt, he expretly faith, That 
theſe things mu$t not be underſtood after a carnal jenſe- 
viz. unleſs.ye eat the fleſh and arink the blood of the Sor 


of man, ye ſhall have no life in you 3 for Chriit himſelf 


hath ſaid, His words are ſpirit and life, And nothing 
can be more evident, then thax this Axthour ipeaks 


Sed in ragitation bus hui - (modi, care & 
[418415 144 pradeſi 7464444 ;, q16:4 [cat '. Fl 


» $4.07 exp6lueh, YES vec (WIN LILES CN LEA 
(.14t 7, ate Carndles Conjas ad inieflett or: 
lane 6 unititats prieetra'y”s i hides atcedat. 
Auttuc «c Cana Domini, ict. +. 


not of any corporeal, but ſpiritual preſence of Chris, by the effe#s which he 
attributes to it, calling it 72conſurptibilem cibum, that food which cannot 
be conſumed : and the reaſon he gives of it, is, becauſe 7t feeds to eternal life, 
and therefore he faith it is /z2zortalitatis alimonia, that which nouriſheth to 
immortality ; which cannot poſſibly be conceived of the corpora! preſence of 
Chriſt, ſince you confeſs the body of Chriſt remains no longer in the body 


then the accidents of the bread and wine do. And after 
he tells us, What the feeding upon the fleſh of Chriit is, 
viz. our hunger and deſire of remaining in Chrit, by 
which the ſweetneſs of his Love, is ſo imprinted and 
melted as it were within us, that the ſavour of it may 
rex:ain in our palat and bowels, penetrating and diffu- 


ſing it ſelf through all the receſſes of ſoul and body. 


Eſus igitur carais bujus q 81am aviditas 
eſt, & quoddam defidrrium mazend inin{o 
per qued ſic impr minas, @ Uli9eamus (i ug= 
bs dulcedinem charit atis, ut beveat palate 
viſceribus ſapor dileftion's inſuſus, penetrans 
Of 1104615 Ones ame c0rp0t/que receſſus, 
Ce 
Id, zccth 9. 


And fo juſt before he ſaith, Chriſt did, Spiritualinos inſtruere documento, 
inſtrutt us by a ſpiritual leſſon, that we might know, that our abiding in him is 


our eating of him, and our drinking a kind of incorpo- 
ration, by the humility of our obedience, the conjun- 
Gion of our wills, the union of our affeFions. And in 
another place denyes, That there is any corporal union 
between Chrift and ws, but a ſpiritual; and therefore 
adds afterwards, As often as we do theſe things, we 
do not ſharpen our teeth to bite, but break and divide 


the holy bread by a ſincere Faith, All which and ma- 


Ut ſciremus quod manſio noſtra inipſa i: 
manducatio, Of potus quaſt quedan incorpo 
ratio, ſubjettis obſequiis, voluntatibus jun« 
(is, aſfefi: bus unitis, 1d. ib, 

Et non tam co: porali quam ſpirituals tranſes 
tone Chitſlo 23s unint, Set 4. 

Hec quoties agim''s, non dentes ad marden- 
dam acumis, ſed fide ſincers panem ſanftum 
frang'/mus & partimur, 1d. ſc. 18. 


ny other places in that Authour make it plain, that he doth not ſpeak of 
ſuch a corporal preſence as you imagine, but of a real but ſpiritual preſence 
of Chris, whereby the ſouls of Believers have an intimate unton and con- 


junction with Chriſt, which he calls Societatem germaniſſunan, in which 
reſpect they have communion with the body of Chriſt. But I need mention 


but one place more to explain his meaning, in which he fully aflerts the 
ſpiritual preſence of Chriſt, and withall that the ſubſtance of the clements 


doth remain. That immortal nouriſhment is given 
us, which differs from common food, that it retains the 
nature of a corporeal ſubſtance, but proving the preſence 


of a Divine power, by its inviſible efficiency. So that 


Sed immortalitatis alimenia, d.itt7, 4 COmMMun 
x.bus cibis different, corporalts ſubſtantia re- 
tinens ſpeciem, ſid virtutis divine int (it 
eſficientia propans adeſſe-preſeatiam. Id (.2. 


what preſence of Divine power there is, is ſhewed in regard of the effeds 

of it, not in regard of any ſubſtantial change of the bread into the body of 

Chriſt; for in reterence to that efficiency he calls it, immortal nouriſhment, 

and afterwards, That as common bread is the life of the body, ſo this ſuper- 
ſubſtantial bread is the life of the ſoul, and health of the mind. But I know 1s. [cQ. 6. 
you will quarrel with me for rendring, corporalss ſubſtantie retinens ſpeci- 

em, by. retaining the nature of a corporal ſubſtance; tor you would fain have 

ſpecies to lignitie only the accidents of a corporeal ſubſtance to remain, This 

being therefore the mainthing in diſpute, if I can evince that ſpeczes ligni- 

fies not the bare external accidents, but the nitzre of a corporeal ſubſtance, 


then 
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then this Authour will be ſo far from aſlerting that he will appear point- 
blank againſt your Dottrine of Tranſubſtantiation. Now, I ſhall prove 
that ſpecies was not taken then, for the meer external ſhape and figure, but 
for the ſolid body it ſelf eſpecially of ſuch things as were deſigned for 
nouriſhment. Thence in the Civil Law we read of the ſpecies annonarie, 
and of the ſpecies publice, largitionales, and fiſcales ; and thoſe who had the 
care of corn are ſaid to be caratores ſpecierum; and thence very often inthe 
{[od. Theod. de Codes of Juſtinian and Theodoſusthere is mention of the ſpecies vini, ſpecies 
Ame p'b.® ole;, ſpecres tritici, Butleſt you ſhould think, it is only uſed in this ſenſe 
id Lutt. inthe Civil Law, not only Caſſzodore and Vegetivs uſe it in the ſame ſenſe 
Demunrib. fox the ſpecies tritici, and ſpecies annonarie ; but,that which comes home 
Coed. 1 1». tour purpoſe, St. Ambroſe uſes it where it is impoſhible to be taken for 
Vegetius de re the meer external accidents, but muſt be underſtood of the ſubſtance it 
milt.h.3-63* ſelf: ſpeaking of Chriſts being deſired to change the water into wine, he 
Ambreſ. ſem. thus expreſles it, Ut rogatws ad nuptias aque ſubſtantiam in vini ſpeciem 
21. dedie ſir" commmutaret, that he would change the ſubltance of water into the ſpecies 
Go Eppran of wine ; Will you fay, that Chriſt turned it only into the external acci- 
dents and not the nature of it ? So when St. Auſtin ſayes, that Chriſt was 
the ſame food to the Jews and us, ſignificatione non ſpecie, he oppoſes ſpecies 
Auguſtin.in to a mcer type, and therefore it imports the ſubſtance and reality of the 
Pſalm 82. thing. And fo the tranſlator of Origen oppoles the regeneratio in ſperie to 
vices. hen. THe Mn in enigmate, and the manna in 4nigmate to the mann in 
inNun. ſpecies in both«vhich, being oppoſed to the figxre it denotes the reality, 
Anbroſ de 5e- And one of thoſe Anthours whom you cite in the very ſame Book and 
cram, 4©.4, Chapter which 'you cite, uſes ſpecies ſanguimis tor the ſubſtance of blood, 
for he oppoſes it to the ſpxrilitudo ſangninis ;, for whenthe perſon cbjecte, 
and fayes, That after the cup is conſecrated {peciem ſanguinis non video, 14 
not ſee the nature or ſubſtance of blood ; he anlwers him, Sed ſomilitudinent 
habet, But it hath the reſemblance of it ;, fer as (laith he) there is the ſimili- 
tude of his death, ſe there is the ſimilitude of his blood, Thele may be fufh- 
cient to*ſhew that ſpecies corporalis ſubſtantie, does not relate to the ex- 
ternal ſhape and figure, but to the ature and reality of it : So that his mean- 
ing is, although it remains {till the ſame ſubſtance of bread and wine ; yet 
thcre is ſuch an inviſible efficzency of Divine power going along with the uſe 

of it, as makes it to nourith the ſouls of men to eternal life. 
$. 9. And now it will be no matter of difhculty at all ro Anſwer the places 
you bring out of this Authour, The firſt is, This common bread chang'd 
7nto fleſh and blood giveth life. But how. little this place makes to your 
purpele is caſic to diſcern, becauſe we do not deny a Sacramental change 
of the bread into the fleſh and blood of Chriſt, but only that ſutſtantial change 
which you alert, but that Authour ſufficiently diſproves, even in that 
very ſentence from whence thote words are cited, it you had given them 
_ © PE - us at large. For, faith he, that common bread being ' 
< CE tons rnd tar. Cchang'd into fleſh and blood, procures Ve and increaſe to 
por bus 3, 28c0q; 1x con/ueto yerum effectn, our bodies 5, and therefore from the uſual eſſe] of things, 
files noſtre adjuta tnfirmitas, fenſibils a; g't= the wee ha eſs a f our Faith is be Ipc d, beine tang ht Ly þ 


mn'o edecta rſt, v[iilibas ſacramentis ineſſe 


vite eterne effictn, & 103 141 corporats ſenſible argument, that the eſſe of eternal life 1s in the 


= (pirtuals tranfittone Chriſto ues u#r% wiftble Sacraments, and that we are not united to Chriſt 
ſect. $- 


fo much by a Corporal as Spiritual union. In which 

words he compares the ſign and the thing ſignified together : that as the 

bread being Sacramentally changed into the fleſh and blood of Chriſt, doth 

' yet really give /ife and nourifoment to our bodies, (which certainly 1s - 
enoug 
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enough from that ſubſtantial change into the body of Chriſt, which you af- 
fert) ſo by that cttect of the ſ/g2: it ſelf upon our bodies, our Faith is helped 
the better tounderſtand the efficacy of the thing fignthed upon our forls, 
in order to eternal lite; there being as real, though ſþ1r:tual,rrion between 
Chriſt and Believers, as there is between the bread and our bodres. And 
that this is the plain and unſophiſticated meaning of this Authorr in theſe 
words, I dare appeal to the impartial judgement of any intelligent Rea- 
der. By which we ſee, Thoſc firſt words-of the change of the bread into 
the fleſh and blood of Chriſt, muſt be under{tood of a ſacramertal, and not 
a ſubſtantial change. But your other is the great and (as Belarmin thinks) 
ananſwerable place , which you thus render, The bread 


which our Lord gave to his Diſciples, being changed not Pu ſte quem Daminus diſcypulis poriige- 
- C bat, noi effigie, ſed natuwd mitatus, emits 


in its outward form and ſemblance, but in its inward yyren;s got fultus ef cara, 
nature and ſubſtance, by the ommipotency of the word 

is made fleſh, As to which place, I muſt tell you firlt, that there are ve- 
ry ſhrewd ſuſpicions of ſome unhandſome dealings with it 3 tor ſome 
grcat Criticks have aflured us, that the place is corrupted, and that the 
ancient 188. read it quite otherwiſe, 202 effigie, nec natures mutatus, 
which is ſo far from your purpoſe, that it is directly again(titz and this 
ſeems far more conlonant to the following words ; For, laith he, 4s 72 
the perſon of Chriſt, the humanity was ſeen, but the | _- 
divinity lay hid :,ſo in the viſible Sacrament, the divine E* jeut inperſong Criſt 


debatur, & latevat eruimras 


eſſence doth infuſe it ſelf after an unexpreſſuble manner. 1 yiſui, imſſabilits diviaa ſe infudit e« 


In which it 1s conliderable , how he doth parallel Yea. Ib. j 

thele two together;for as the humane nature of Chriſt 

did ſabſtantially remain,notwithſtanding the preſence of the divine nature,ſo 

to make good the parallel, the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine mult remain 
too, and that becauſe he doth not fay, That the body of Chriſt is preſent, 
which might exclude the ſubſtance of the elements, but the divine eſſence, 
which only imports a __ and real preſence. And when he ſaith, That 
the Bread 15 neither changed in its form or nature, when by the Omnipotency 
of God it is made fleſh (3.e. as to the real communion which believers have of 
the body gf Chrift;which is an aCt of divine power as well as goodneſs )he faith 
no more, than Theodoret, Ephraim, and Gelaſins do expreſly ſpeak. For, 

laith Theodoret,The myſt ical ſymbols after Conſecration, 
go not out of their own nature, but remain in their ſor- 


the occalion and importance of them, are ſo exprels, Tom, 1. p. 85. 
as nothing can be more. And in his former Dzalogue, 
he gives an account, I/hy the external ſymbols are cal- 


changing their natures, but by ſuperadding Grace k 

to nature ; which is the ſame with that our Authour faith here, Thexegh 
neither fieure nor nature be changed, yet by Gods Onmipotency it is madle fleſh ;, 
that oe53 15 24cr7®, in Theodoret and this 0:1ipotentia Dei, here importing 
the ſame thing. To the ſame purpoſe Ephraim the tamous Patriarch of 
Antioch ſpeaks in Photis, For,faith he,the body of Chriſt, which is received by 
believers doth not loſe its ſenſible ſubſlance;zand yet is inſeparable from ſpiritual 
, Grace, And ſo Gela{izs, as plainly as either of the foregoing, allerts,7That the 
a= & T6412; aids bk fig mes f, 745 rownhs wdtgi;s my ware $490. Apad Phocium 

Cad, 129, p 794. 
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led by the names of the body and blood of Chriſt, not by ,, ;; 1, cog; 14, Dialop, 1, 


Sacraments 
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Certs Sacramenta que ſumimns, corporus & 
zouinis Chriſti, drvina yes eff, propter 9 
9 per eadem divine efficimur con- made partakers of the divine nature (which anſwers to 
ſortes nature & tamen eſſe non deſinit ſub the Oy mipotency of God, by which it is made fleſh, i 
ſtantia wel n1t4ra panus & vin, Gelal. p OJ > y 210 
mag adverſe Eutych. & Neſtor, our Authour) and yet it doth not ceaſe to be the jub. 


Sacraments of the body and blood of Chriſt which we re. 


ceive, are a divine thing, through and by which we are 


ſtance, or nature of Bread and IWine (which is the 
ſame with the former clauſe, That the Bread is not changed in figure or na- 
ture.) $0 that the ancient reading of this place is not only conſonant to 
the other parts of his diſcourſe,but aflerts no more than is in exprels terms 
ſaid by genuine and unqueſtionable Authours 3 who plainly overthrey 
your Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. For theſe teſtimonies being fo ex- 
preſs for the remaining of the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine after Conlecra- 
tion, are offar greater force againſt it, than the higheſt expreſiions con- 
cerning the change of the elements can make for it. For in thele the 
ſpeak their judgements, clearly and punctually againſt Hereticks,and ſpeak 
that whichis abſolutely inconliſtent with Tranſubſtantiation ; but 1n their 
other they ſpeak myſtically and ſacramentally, and their moſt lof- 
ty expreſſions, muſt be underſtood by the nature and defign of their 
diſcourſe, which is to repreſent ſy-bolical things in the moſt lively 
and affefting manner. ' But when our Adverſaries are urged with the for- 
mer teſtimonies, they then tellus, That ſubſtance and nature are not alwaies 
taken properly, but ſometimes at large for the accidents or uſe of things : but 
although this can never be applied to the places of the foregoing Authonrs, 
in their diſþut ations with the Extychian Hereticks ; yet from thence we are 
furniſhed by themſelves with a farther anſwer to this place. $0 that al- 
though we admit of the preſent reading, on effigie, ſed natura mutatws,yet 
ſince by their own confeliion nature doth not alwales import the ſubſtance 
ofa thing,they cannot in any juſtice or reaſon from hence inferr a ſubſtan- 
tial change. Let them then take their choice, Whether are the wordsof 
ſubſtance and nature in the Fathers alwaies to be taken properly, or no? If 
they muſt be taken ſo, we have three unqueſtionable teſtimonies of an- 
cient Fathers dire&tly againſt Tranſubſtantiation, and we only loſe the teſti- 
mony of an #xcertain Authour,built upon an ancertain reading,and contrary 
to other expreſſions in the ſame book:If they be not,then from the change of 
ature here expreſled, no ſuch thing as a ſubſtantial change can be inferred, 
but only —————_ conſecration, in regard of the ſacrawental uſe and 
effect of it. Which that it is nothing ſtrange in Antiquity, might be eaſily 
proved, but that our Adverſaries confeſſion ſaves; me the labour of it. 
The ſecond Teſtimony, is of Gregory Nyſſer, out of whole Catechetical Ora- 
tion you produce thele words, With good reaſon do we believe, that the 


. Bread being ſan@ified by God's Word, is changed into the body of the Word 


of God < and a little after,The nature of the things we ſee being tranſ-elemented 
into him. 1 might heretell you, What Exceptions are taken againſt this 
book, as not being genuine, not-only by Proteſtants (as Fronto Ducews 
would have it, becauſe of theſe\exprefſions) but by others too. But I 
will not infiſt on this, becauſe I ſee no ſufficient reaſon to queſtion the Au- 
thority of it; yet I know not how you can excuſe it from ſome interpolations, 
ſince he therein mentions Severus, an heretical Acephaliſt, who lived not 
till after Gregory's time ; yet for the main of the book, I ſay as Caſaubon 
doth, that it is, Opus plane eximinm ſi paucos ndvos excipiss, An excellent 
prece in the general, and becoming its Authour, ſome few eſcapes excepted. 
And the deſign of it being to ſhew, that C/riſtian Religion hath = 

abſur 
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abſurd or unreaſonable in it, it would be very ſtrange that he ſhould aflert 
ſo abſurd and unreaſonable a Doftrine, as Trarſubſtartietion is. But 
there is nothing tending to that in the places cited, but only the uſe of 
thofe rwo words, ut meu and ueTaort yet; for the EN ET 
main ſorce of all , you ſay, depencs upon them. So Fa - A gre? #29 Ai3s TING 
that if we can give a good account of them, without aug mrbow, age i4cre wes 
any Tranſubſtaniiation, there remains no difficulty — wh omrecipies Ty 0.0y. 
at all in thele words of Gregory Nyſſen. For, we de- Io One on I TD 
ny not that there is a charge in the elements aftcr _ 
Conſecration, but we lay, It isa ſacramental, and you, Thatir 1s a ſubſtar- 
tial ebange, and this you offer to prove from theſe two words here uſed in 
reference ro the Frchariſt, The argument commonly formed by your 
Authours from the firſt words, is, Whatſoever is changed, is not what it was 
befort: which we readily grant, fo far as the chanyeisz but ſtill trremains 
ro be proved, that the ſubſtance is changed in it felt, But 1t were catie to 
ſhew, that the word wma, in multitudes of places of the Fathers is 
uſed for an accidental and relative change, and Gregory Nyſſen himſelf very 
frequently uſes the word,, where It is capable of nv other ſ{cnle, as when ,,, vita Moe 
he faith, Of the ſhining of Mt: les his face,that it was nm mn dS oTIger us wt mito, Hom x. in 
a change to that which was more glorious; and when he affirms, the ſouls of ©: Caech 
men by the Dodtrine of Chriſt, wermuntvives oe} 73 Veiligen, to be changed into 11.5. 46. 
that which is more divine. And in this ſame Catethetical Oration he ulcs it 
ſeveral timies to the ſame purpoſe, about the change which ſhall be in glorified 
bodies, and the change of mens ſouls by Regeneration : But I nced not inſiſt 
more on this, ſince I produced before the confeſſion of Suarez, that ſuch 
expreſſions are more accommodated to an accidental mutation. Neither is 
there any more ſtrength in the other word, ««m5-+x«w#, though Swares 
thinks this comes nearer the matter, and you confidently ſay, What car 
bere be ſenified by tranſ-elementation of the nature of the outward element but 
that which the Church now ſtiles =o} /rprrkde/ [ will therefore ſhew 
you, what elſe is ſſgnified by that word which Gregory uſed, which can- 
not be properly rendred tranſ-elementation ; for wmruxe3r, doth not come 
from the Noune 5925704, but from the Verb 5coy«r, and the Greeks ex- 
pound For; rev by Ter, guage! : and fo urmroy ter by ueremuTer, WA THI (42h 71 Genp , he 
rrzrley; as you may lee In Suidas, and others. So that it imports not a 
ſubſtantial, but an accidental changetoo: and in that ſenſe Gregory Nyſſex 
uſes it to exprels Regeneration by, 9 i malypircoay urmroyeurgdces » thoſe 
whoare tranſeelemented by Regeneration ; Would you ſay, thoſe who are 
tranſubſtantiated by it ? So that. neither of theſe Teſtimonies import any 
more than that there is a ſacramental change in the elements after Conſecra- 
tion, by which believers are made partakers of the body and blood of Chriſt; 
which is no more than we allert, and falls far ſhort of your Doctrine of 
Tranſubſtantiation. 
Your third Teſtimony is, of S. Cyril of Hiernſalem, which you would Ss, 11. 
| make us believe, zs ful and clear, that no Catholick could expreſs his own, 
or the Churches belief of this myſtery, in more full, plain, and effetual terms : 
Neither ſhall I here ſtand to diſpute the reaſons on which thoſe 119/tagogi- 
cal diſcourſes under his name are queſtioned, but proceed to the conlide- 
ration of the Teſtimony it (cif. Which lyes in theſe words, He that 
hanged water into wine by his ſole will (at Cana in Galilee) doth he zot 
deſerve our belief, that he hath alſo changed wine into blood ? Wherefore let us 
recezve with all aſurance of Faith , the boc'y and blood of Jeſus Chriſt, oing 
wander 
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ander the ſpecies of bread the body is given, and under the ſpecies of wine lis 
blood is given, &c. knowing and holding for certain, that the bread which 
we ſee, is not bread (though it ſeem to the taſt to be bread) but the body of 'Je- 
ſus Chriſt ; likewiſe that the wine which we ſee (though to the ſenſe it ſeem to 
be wine) is not wine ſor all that, but the blood of Jeſus Chriſt, This teſting). 
ny you have patched together out of ſeveral places in that Oration, very 
warily leaving out that, which would ſufhcicntly clear the meaning of 
S. Cyril in the words you cite out of him. For it is evident, that his dc 
ſign is to perfwade the Catechumens (from whemthe myſterious preſence of 
Chriſts body in the Sacrament was wont to be concealed) that the bread 
and wine were not zzcer common elements, but that they were deligned tor 
a greater and higher uſe to exhibit the body and blood of Chriſt to belicters, 
3 _ Andtheretore he faith exprelſly, Do not conſider ther 
Ma ex97226 &y we ihols w 079 7 us aveer bread and wine, for they are the body and 
Give * mus Þ & utua Wire ngT% Tv : A | : 
Aen71L.3r 1/9 3el16s amdgzor, 1d.ib, Glood of Chriſt, according to his own words, By which 
it is plain he ſpeaks ofthe body and blood of Chriſt, x 
facramentally, and not corporeally preſent ; for he doth not oppoſe the boy 
and blood of Chriſt, to the ſubſtance of bread and wine, but to meer bread 
and wine, i.e. that they ſhould not look on the bread and wine as naked - 
ſens, but as ſiena efficacia, and that there is a real preſence of Chriſt in and 
with them to the ſouls of belzevers, And this is1t which he ſaith, That they 
onght not to make a queſtion of, ſince Chriſt ſaid, This is my body, and this * 
is my blood, For if he could by his will turn the water into wine, $hall wenct 
believe him, that he can change his wine into kis blovd £ And after adds, 
That under the ſyz:bols of bread and wine, the body and blood of Chriſt is given, 
that thou mayeſt be a partaker both of his body and blood, You render this 
under the ſpecies or form of bread and wincinCyril it is & w/@,in that whichis 
the figure or repreſentation of the body and blood of Chriſt ; for »ms jsnot 
taken in your ſenſe for the external accidents, which you call the ſpecies, 
{tech. Myſt.5. but for that which doth figxre or repreſent 3 for in his next Catechetical Gil- 
_—_ '* courſehe calls the bread and Wine, «viinzmv 0a were & digare wei, the ' fagure of 
"the body andblood of Chriſt, and this Theophyla&, and thoſe who aſlert Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, deny that the bread and wine are «rm. For, where there 
are «virm, there muſt be c2$g4wm, which muſt anſwer to them; if Cyril 
therefore makes the bread and wine to be «v:i'mm, he muſt make the boay 
and blood of Chriſt tobe the «247v7z, and conſequently they cannot bethe 
very body and blood of Chriſt in your ſenſe. This «' armv and /ms here have 
the ſame ſignification, and are the ſame with oyu8er, and ſo when he faith, 
oy _ 3» &ers era ont 79 Gawd, x, ty TYmw Gs dV foros on 7 214a, his meaning 
cannot be, under the accidents of bread and wine the body and blood of 
Chriſt is preſent in your ſenſe, for he ſpeaks of ſuch a preſence as hath rela- 
tion to the receiver, and not to the elements; for he laith, Vnder the type 
of bread and wine, the body and blood of Chriſt is given to thee. For other- 
wiſe it had bcen tar more to his purpoſe to have ſaid abſolutely, that under 
the ſpecies of bread and wine, the body and blood of Chriſt is ſubſtantially 
_ but, when he ſaith, ozly that it is given to the receiver, it doth 
not belong to ſuch a corporeal preſence as you dream of, but to ſuch a real 
Ya ts and ſpiritual preſence, whereby believers are make partakers of the body 
— andblodofChmyſt, And therefore Cyril 1s in this well explaincd by that 
1111.5, Mins Of Tertullian, Hoc eſt corpus menm, id eſt, figura corpus mei, This is my bouy, 
+ 4..49 1, Cc. the fieureof my body, which 1s the lame with w=2& and by that of 
C2. .M ;ſtin, Non dubitavit Dominus dicere, Hoc eſt corpus menm,cum daret ſig- 
PILL, 
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mum corporis ſui, Chriſt did not ſcruple to ſay, This is my body, when he gave 
the figure of his body:And elſewhere ſpeaking of Judas his being preſent ad 
convivinm in quo corporis &-ſanguinis ſui figuram diſeipulis commendavit &5 
tradidit, at that Supper in which Chriſt commended and delivered to his 
Diſciples the fienre of bis body and blood. Sothat hitherto there is nothing 
in the teſtimony of Cyril, importing Traxſubſtantiation. Burt it may be 
you think,there is more force in it, where he faith, That we znſt not be- 
lieve our ſenſes, that that which we ſee is not bread, though it ſeem to the taſt to 
be ſo,&c.As to which I anlwer, That this place of Cyril muſt be explained 
by that which went before it, wherein he ſaid, That we muſt not judee it to 


Comment. in 
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be meer bread, and meer wine. For, although ſexe be a ſutficicnt judge of 


that which it ſees and 24ſt, yet 1t cannot be a judge of that which is exhi- 
bited by that which is ſeex and taſted; therefore, though to the taſt, it 
ſeems tobe nothing but common bread and wine, yet they ought to be- 
lieve that it is the communion of the body and blood of Chriſt, So that this is 
not to be underſtood of the elements themlelves, but of the myſtical and 
facramental nature of them. And, as Cardinal Perroz hath obſerved, 1t ;s 
an uſual thing for the greater Emphaſis ſake, to deny th:t to be, which is meant 
only reſpeFively ;, or to expreſs the affirmation and denyal of ſome qualities, by 
the affirmation or denyal of the ſubſtances themſelves: as in that of Tulh, 
Memmins ſemper eſt Memmins tor one; that in S. Ambroſe, Ego non ſum eco, 
for the other : and in many other inſtances to the ſame purpoſes, in which 
he ſaith, Though the ſubſtance ſeem to be denied, yet only ſore quality is under- 
ſtood by it. So when Cyril here ſaith, That bread is wot bread. &c. he 
means not by it any alteration of the ſubſtance of it, but that it is not that 
common bread which it was before, and as our ſ1ght and taſt judge it ſtill to 
be.Ang what he ſaith here of the bread in the Exchariſt,he ſaid the ſame be- 
fore of the Chriſmr, where he compares them both together. For (faith he) 
do not think that to be meer oyntment ;, for as the bread 

of the Euchariſt aſter the invocation of the Holy Spirit, 'A'W ies wi va-wo'ows 2 
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is no longer bread, but the body of Chriſt ſo this holy det ang ies yr 
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Tranſubſtantiation here as in the Euchariſt, lince he , 72" 
parallels theſe two ſoexaGtly together ? And fo elſc- 
where he ſpeaks concerning Baptiſm, That they ought not to look on it as meer 
water, but as ſpiritual grace ;, lo that he means not a ſubſtantial charge inthe 
Euchariſt, any more than in the other, but only relative and facramen- 
tal. 

Neither can any thing more be inferred from your teſtimonics out of 
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your laſt Authour S. Ambroſe, there being nothing at all inthe words you 5 5,14. 


produce, which implics any ſubſtantial change in the elements;for.altheugh *« 2: 

It be only ſacramental, yet it may be truly ſaid, 7t is no longer that which 

nature hath ſramed it (viz. mecr bread and wine) but that which the bene- 

diftion of conſecration hath madeit to be : which I grant to bethe body and ,, lin 


blood of Chriſt, but not in your groſs and corporcal ſ-nſe.So S.Chryſoſtome 
aith of Baptiſm, That its virtue is ſo great, it doth not ſuffer men to be men ; 
Will you therefore ſay.it zranſubſtantiates them?But you add further our of 
him, that he ſaith, The force of benediion 1s greater than that of nature, ſee- 
ing by that nature it ſelf is often changed ? And fo we allert too, that the 
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force of bencdiction far exceeds that of zatzrre, which can ſo alter commoy 
elements, as by the uſe of them,to make us partakers ofthe __ and blood 
of Chriſt. Your laſt words are out of the coumerteit S. Ambroſe, which 
are only general, viz. this bread, is bread before the words of the Sacrament, 
but when conſecration comes, of bread, it is made the fleſh of Chriſt, This we 
deny not, but the dilpute is about the ſenſe in which it is made fo, whether 
by a ſubſtantial change ofthe bread into the body of Chriſt : and that this 
cannot be this Authoutr's meaning, appears by thole known words which 
are uſed by him, ſpeaking of the cthcacy of Chriſts power in the Sacrs- 
ment, whereby he can make, ut ſint que erant & in alind commutentur , that 
they might be what they were, and yet be changed into ſomething elſe, And,a]- 
thougha great Controverlie hath been raiſed about the reading of thele 
—_— yet this reading 1s not only juſtified by many Authours of compe- 
tent Antiquity, but by two 41SS. 1n the K. of France's Library, beſides ma- 
ny others elſewhere, and all editions, but that at Kore, and others which 
follow it. So that this Azthoxr plainly ailerts, that the ſubſtance of the 
elements does remain (till, and therefore can only be underſtood of a ſacra- 
mental change. 

Thus I have, to ſatisfie you, examined your teſtimonies in behalf of 
Tranſubſtantiation ; but whereas you rcterr me for more to Bel/armin and 
other Catholick Authours, T ſhall referr you tor Anſwer to thoſe no le 
Catholick Authours, though no believers of Tranſubſtantiation, who have 
taken large and cxcelient pains in anſwering what they have brought ; 
either from Scripture or Antiquity. But you, having done your beſt in the 
latter, come at laſt to the former; but ſo pitifully manage your bufincſs as 
to Scripture, that it had been more for the intereſt of your caule, you had 
never medled with it. For you only fay, That the words of Scripture, t- 
ken in their proper and litteral ſenſe, do evidently ſhew, that the only ſubſtance 
which is delivered in this Sacrament, 15 the body of Chriſt, and that the ſul. 
ſtance of bread is no more there, And all this comes only trom hence, becauſe 
Chriſt ſaith, 7his is my body, which you parallel with one, pointing to a 
hog ſhead of wine, ſaying, This is wine; and with one holding up a purſe full of 
mony. ſaying, This is gold : who if they intend to ſpeak truth, muſt ſignifie, that 
the only liquor contained (ub propria torma, in the hog ſhead is wine: and all 
the mony in the purſe, gold. But how weak this is, will eaſily appear, 1. That 
you take it for granted, that the expreſſion of Chrilt is not at all fieurs- 
tive, but of the ſame nature with thoſe Propoſitions you mention, where- 
as it is Jargely proved, from the natureof a Sacrament, from many parallcl 
expreſſwons in Scripture, trom evidence of Antiquity, Senſe, and Reaſon, that 
theſe words of Chriſt cannot be otherwiſe than figuratively underitood, 

2. You ſuppole that Chriſt muſt {peak of the 7ndividual bread, when he 
laid, This 7s my body, as our parallcl inſtances are of ſuch individuals as are 
pointed to. But Ze{/armin will tell you, That if Chriſt kad ſpoken of the 
bread, when he ſaid, This is my body, abſurdiflima ctlct locutio, it had Leen 
a moſt abſurd ſpeech, - And Vaſquez faith, If the Prononne Hoc, This, ſhould 


Vaſqer; _ * relate to the bread, he confeſſes, that by virtue of theſe words, there could be 19 
_ Co Subſtantial change made init; for the bread muſt remain ſtill, So that by the 
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confeſſion of your own Authours, your parallcl is ablurd, and deſtructive 
to the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. 

The third crrour of a Gemeral Council confirmed by the Pope, which his 
Lordſhip inſiſts on, is, That of admimſtring the B, Sacrament tothe Laicty 
under one kind only. Of this he had ſpoken. before 3 and thither you 
ictcrr 


General ( cuncils; 


— TT —— 


_— — — 


Chap. II. 


referr us for your Anlwer ; but I purpoſely omitted the handling it there, 
becauſe it com2s 1n mIre properly in this placz. There his Lordſhip hath 
theſe words : To break Chriſts Inititution is a Aamnable errourg-apd ſo con- 
feſſed by Stapleton. The Council of Conſtance is bold, and + uu they 
rily, that to communicate in both kinds is not neceſary, with a non obſtante 
to the Inititution of Chriit ;, and although B:Ularmin anſwers, that the non 
obſtante only belongs to the time of receiving it after ſupper, yet his Lordſhip 
ſhews from the words of the "Council, that the non obſtante muff relate to 
both clauſes foregoing," and hath as much force againit receiving under both 
kinds, as againit recerving after ſupper. Tea, and the after words of the Conn- 
cil couple both together, in this reference ;, for it folows, & (imiliter, And ſo 
likewiſe, though in the Primitive Church, &c. And a man by the definition of 
this Council may be an Heretick for Standing to Chriſts Inititution in the very 
matter of the Sacrament: And the Churches Law for one kind may not be refu- 
ſed,but C ſs Inſtitution under both kinds may. And yet this Council did not 
err;0,take heed of it.But all this cannot perlwade you,That the non obſtante 
relates to any thing but to the receiving after ſupper:which I much wonder at, 
ſince the deſign of the Decree of the Council was not to determine lo much 
concerning the time of receiving.,as the kinds in which it was to be receiy- 
ed, Now to have faid point-blank,that,notwithſtanding the 1nſtitution of 
Chriſt to the contrary,they decreed that the Sacrament ſhould be received 
in one kind only, would have bcen too plain and groſs : and therefore 
they fetch it about with a compaſs, and put in ſomething not ſo much 
controverted then, the better to diſguiſe-the oppolition between their 
Decree and Chriſts Inſtitution. But yet by the adding the adminiſtration 
in both 4izds to the time of receiving, and the 20x 
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obſtante following both,and the decree being againſt 
that which is acknowledged to have been done by 
Chriſt, nothing can be more evident, then that the 
ſenle of the Decree implycs a ron obſtante to Chriſt s 
Inſtitution, For otherwile, To what purpoſe do they 
lay, Although Chriit adminiſtred the Sacramnt in 
both kinds, and although the Prinritive Church ſo re- 
ceived it, if they did not intend to decree ſomething 
contrary to that adminiſtration and the praCtiſe of 
the Frimitive Church £ Therefore, whether by the 


Licet Chriſtis poſt covam inflituerit, & [418 
arcipulis admim{traveric ſub nt;a; Tpeae 
panis I Um, boc ventrabile Sacrament wm 
tamen, hoc ron obſlante, non confict debee 
poſt conam, nec 7ectnt nf a jeruines z, fimnlilers 
gaod licet in Prim't.v4 Ereli ſid Sacrament d 
recipereatios ſub utrag; Fþecte @ fidel:bus, ta- 
m'nhec conſuctudogut Luis ſub ſpecie pris 
tantim ſuſcipiaturibenda ef pro legr,quam 
nou licet r(p:0 are: & afſevere hand efſe 10s 
citom, eft erioarums& prriinaci'er afferents 
ſunt arcend: tanquam he (ti.i, Conci!, 
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meer form of words the #0# obſtante doth relate to Chriſts Inflituticn or 
no, is not material, ſince the Decree it ſelf is directly oppoſite to it, Al- 
though therefore they did not put receiving in one hind immediately afjcr 
the non obſtante (which is that you object) as they do,not conſecrating aſjer 


ſupper, and receiving fa$ting, yet the force of it reacheth to what follows 
after : as not only appears by the connexion And likewiſe, but chict'y by 
the ſcope of the Decree it felt. For the Pro@ors of the Council, Henricus 
de Tiro, and Johannes de Scribanis, in theirQuthentick 7ſrrument, ney 
exhibited any Controverlie at all concerning the tire of receiving, but on- 
ly concerning the Communion in both kinds, becauſe, they ſaid, there was an 
ill cuſtome (lo the obſerving Chriſts Inſtitution was call d) for ſexe 
Trieſts to give the Cup to the Laity, therefore they deſired the Connil, &c, So 
that it appears, this bringing in the time of receiving, was only the artifice 
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of the contrivers of the Decree, that they might with lefs noiſe and cla- 
mour thwart the plain Tſtztution of Chriit, And according] y it appears 


by the title of the Decree, that the intcnt of it was to forbid the eriving 
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the Sacrament to the people in both kinds, and lo Carranza delivercth ti; 
Canon it ſelf. Precipimus ſub pens excommmnicationis, quod wnllys presbytey 
communicet populum ſub utraque ſpecie panis & vini. Indeed, in the 1ate 
editions of the Councils by Binius,a complaint 1s ſuppoſed to be made con. 
cerning the celebrating the Sacrament after Supper by lome which he 
ſcems to take out of Cochlexs, as appears by his notes ; but in the Inſtry. 
ment it ſelf nothing appears of that nature, and fince the Decree contains 
nothing againſt that cuſtom as well as the other; it ſeems probable, that 
this was made uſe of the better to bring on the other. But, whether it 
were ſo or no, is not very much material ; for however the Conc! con. 
feſling that Chri#? did ſo adminiſter it, and that it was the cuſtom of the 
Primitive Church, their prohibiting of it doth in its own nature imply - 
2on obſtante ts the Inſtitution of Chriit. 

But this is that you ſtifly deny, in ſaying, T hat neither the Decrce of the 
Council, nor the pradtiſe of the Church in adminiſtring under one kind is (1. 
trary to the Inſtitution and ordination of Christ. For, lay you, toſhew this, 
the Biſhop ſhould have made it appear that Chriſt did ſo inſtitute this $acy. 
"ment of his laſt ſupper, that he would not have one part to be adminiſtred with. 
out the other, or that he would not have one part to be taken without the other, 
And it carinot be provedthat Laymen are bound to receive in both kinds, fro 
thoſe words, Drink ye all of this; For if this were a command and nt ; 
Counſel, it was given to the Apoſtles who all drunk, of the Chalice. So that 
the ſtate of the Queſtion is this, Whether the Primitive Inſtitution be 
univerſally obligatory to all Chriſi;zars or no ? For you ſuppoſe, that 
either it was only a Conrſel, or elſe it had particular reference to the 4po- 
les, For the clearing therefore of this Qxe8tion, there are but two 
wayes whercby we can judge of the obligatory nature of ſuch 7nſtituti- 
ons; either by an expreſs declaration of the will of the firſt 1n$77tntor, or 
by the Univerſal ſenle of the Church concerning the nature of that In#7;- 
tution. And if theſe two appear evident in this preſent caſe, you wil 
have no caule to queſtion, but the communion in one kind is a violation of 
the Init#tution of Chrift, There are two wayes whereby we may judge 
what the will of the Zegi/ator is : Firſt, by an expreſs poſitive conmand, 
Secondly, by an azaltcrable reaſon on which the InStitution 1s founded. 
Now that both theſe are clear inthe caſe of Communion in both kinds 1 
now come to manifeſt. Firſt, by a poſitive command. For although we 
grant a difference between an Inititution and a command, in this reſpett. 
that the Inifitution properly reſpects the thing, and a command the perſon : 
and that an 7rititution, barely conlidered as fuch,doth not bind all perſons 
tothe obſervance of it ; as we lay, Matrimony is Initituted by God, but do 
not thence aſſert that all perſons are bound to it, but yet take an 1n$titution 
as it referrs to perſons, and lo it is xquipollent with a command. And tv 
Chriits Inftituting that all "yg believe ſhould be baptized, is of the na- 
ture ofa command to that puFpole. But here 1s a great difference to be 
made between ſuch things as were doze at the Tnitztution, and fuch things 
as were 1nitituted to be done afterwards. Thus Chrisf waſhed his Diſc zples 

feet, adminiſtred after Supper, and only to twelve; but it doth not tollow 

that theſe circumifances mult be (till obſerved, becauſe though they were 
done then at that celebration, yet Chriit doth not Inititate or appoint the 
doing of them, when ever that Sacrament ſhould be adminiſtred aftcr- 
wards. For we are to confider, that though there were ſome things 
peculiar to the firſt 1nifitation, yet the main of it was intended for ow” 
Churc 
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Church in all following times. Or elſe we muſt make the celebration of 
the Exchariſt it felt to be a meer arbitrary thing. Which if it be not, 
there nuſt lye an oblzgation on men for the participation of it 3 now this 
obligation muſt ſuppoſe a Law, and therefore we have gained this, that 
the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt doth imply a command tor its cb{crvation 
inthe Church. $0 that this action oof Chriſt was not meerly a matter of 
Counſel, but there is ſomething in 1t perpetually ob/zgatory : Beceaule it was 
not a peculiar rite *appropriated to the preſent time, but intended for the 
future ages of the Chrrch, This being proved in the Gexeral, that there 
isa perpetually obligatory command, implyed in the 1ſtztution ; we are 
now to enquire, How far this command extends ? Whether it exterded 
only to the. Apoſtles, or elſe to all believers ? That it was adminiſtred 
then to the Apoſtles only is granted, but the Queſtion is, In what capacity 
it was adminiſtred to them, Whether only as 4poſtles, or as Believers 2 and 
that muſt be judged by the intention of the 7rſtitution, Whether it were 
of that nature as to reſpect their Apoſtolical office, or clic ſome thing which 
would be common with them to all other Belicvcrs to the worlds end ? 
If it were only and wholly proper to the Apoſtles, there can be no reaſon 
given, why the Inſtitution of the Sacrament ſhould continue after their 
times : neither could any other but the Apoſtles haye any right, either to 
adminiſter or toreceive it. It follows then, that this Sacrament was not 
inſtituted meerly for the Apoſtles; if not for them meerly, then what was 
contained in the T»ſtitution doth concern others as well as them. Now 
there are four things commanded inthe 1nſtitutior, Take, eat, drink ye al 
of this, and, This do in remembrance of me. It the Inſtitution doth not 
meerly reſpect the ApoFFles as fuch bur others alſo, then ſome of theſe 
things atleaſt muſt extend to others too conſidered as Belrevers, And 
it ſome, why not a/ of them 2 Were the Apeſtles conſidered as Believers, 
when they were bid to take ard eat*and as Apoſtles, when Chrift laid, drink 
ye all of this £ What reaſonable pretext can be imagin'd for ſuch a 
groundlels fancy ? If they were not confidered as Believers, when Chriit 
ſaid take, eat; by what right can any Believers take and eat e if they were 
then, ſo were they likewie afterwards, when Chrift ſaid to them, Drink ye 
all of this. As far therefore as I can poſſibly ſee, you muſt either admit 
.the people to drinking all of this, or elſe deprive them of their right of 
taking andeating. Andifyou did ſpeak conſiſtently, you muſt ſay, that 
the peoples being admitted at all tothe Exchariſt is an att of favour and 
indulgence in the Church, but not neceſlary by any command of Chrii#, 
the Euchariſt being adminiſtred to the Apoſtles and not the people; and 
therefore it being zxdulgence to admit them at all, it is inthe Churches po- 
wer to admit as far and to what ſhe pleaſes. This is the only rational 
way I can imagine, whereby | bon may defend the excluding the people 
from the Cup : But this you dare not ſay ; and therefore are put tothe 
weakeſt ſhifts imaginable to reconcile it with the Inititution of Chrii?. 
Some therc fore lay, That all theſe are words only of invitation and not of 
command, and that they only give a right, and not oblige men to doit. But 
if theſe be only words of zzvitation,, what precept is there any where ex- 
tant for the celebration of the Encharii# 2 That they are an invitation we 
deny not ; but we lay they are ſuch an i#vztation as imply a duty to come, 
too. When a Father bids his Children come and fit down at Table, take 
and eat their mcat : this is an invitation, but ſuch as by reaſon of the a#- 
thority of the perion carry a command with them. So it is here, Christ 
invites 


$. 15, 


Of the Errours of pretended Part Ji}. 


invites to come, to take, eat, and drink; but lo that ir implyes a commazx 
that men ſhould come ; or cife it muſt be wholly left at mens liberty. {9 
that it isno f/- for men to neglect or retule to come. And if the Initityti. 
on of Chriit only gives men a liberty to take, cat, and drink , without an 

obligation torhele things asa duty, How comes the adminiſtration of tl 
Fucharist at all to become a duty, ſince there are no other words of com- 
mand then what are contained in the 1n37itution ? Which cthcrs being 
ſenſible of, they moſt unreaſonably diſtinguiſh between Taking and eating, 
which they make an abſolute command, and, Drinking all of this, which they 
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aith, This do ye as oft as ye drinkit inremembrance of me ;, and,lo, lay they, 
Do this doth not imply a command for the doing it, but only the relation which 
that ation hath to the death of Chriit when they doit ' for thoſe words, as of 
as you do it, doſuppoſe it not to be ſimply neceſſary, but only ſhew, when th-y 4g 
it, to what putpoſe it ſhould be done, But it there be any weight in this, it 
will as well hold ſtil] concerning the participation of the bread, as well ag 
the cp ; for, as the Apoſtle ſaith This doye as oft as ye drink it inreman- 
brance of me, lo he adds in the words immediately following, For as ofter 
as ye cat this bread aud drink this cup, ye do ſhew forth the Lords death till 
he come, If therefore it notes only the relation of the a&7or to its end 
without a coz27marnd tor performance in the oze, it muſt do ſo in the other 
alſo. Ard fo all the Sacrament will be a meer matter of /iberty in the 
Chkarch, whether men will obſerve it or no. But Bel/armiz with wonder- 
ful ſubtilty hath found a command for the oxe and not the other ; which 
is, That in Luke after the bread, Chriſt ſaith, This do in remembrance of me, 
but omits it wholly after the cup ; by which, \{aith he, we are to underſtand, 
that Chriſt commanded that the Sacrament ſhould be adminiſtred to all under 
the ſpecies of bread, but not under that of wine. And this he is ſo tranſport- 
ed with, That in arapture he admires the wonderful providence of God in the 
Scripture, who by this means hath taken away all poſſbility of evaſion from the 
Hereticks. So1t ſhould ſeem indeed, when even his Brethren the Jeſuits 
can ſcarce hold laughung at this ſubtilty. Since, St. Paxl puts that exprel- 
ſion, This do in remembrance of me, not after the bread, but after the cup. 
And therefore may we not more juſtly admire at the Providence of Godin 
thus ſuſlering men who will not ſee the truth under a pretence of ſubtilty, 
to infatuate themſelves. And although it be added here,As oft as ye doit, 
yet both Vaſquez and Sarez ingenuouſly confels, that contains under it a 
command tor the doing it. For faith Vaſquez, Qui precipit ut opere aliquo 
vommemoratio fiat alicujus beneficii accepti, ex modo ipſo precipiendi pracipit 
etiam ut fiat opus ipſum. Quis hoc non videat £ He that commands that by 
Something to be done a commemoration ſhould be made of a benefit received; 
from the manzcr of commanding it, he doth command that very aGion tobe 
done. Who doth not ſee this £ And Snares ſaith, thoſe words, Dothis, or 
with that addition,In remembrance of me, or with that condition, As oft as ye 
do it, ad cundem fſenſum referuntur, come all to the ſame purpoſe. So that 
{till it follows, if there be a command for one, there is for the other alſo. 
But yet there is a ſ#bti/ty beyond any of theſe; which is, That Chriſt in 
thoſe words in Luke after the diſtribution of the bread, Hoc facite, Do this, 
aid make the Apoſtles Prieſts ;, .and therefore, although they did receive the 
bread as believers, yet they received the cup as Prieſts, and ſo that belongs only 
to the Prieſts and not to the people, What will not theſe men prove which 
£417y have a mind to! But itis their unhappincls, that their own Jo 
do 
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do them the moſt miſchicf, -as appears by theſe things conſe- 

vent from hence; which are repugnant to their own principles. 

1. That Prieſts not conlecrating , ought to receive the Cup, as 
well as thofe that do. For it is plain, that the Apoſtiesr did not con- 
ſecrqte now, but only receive z and therefore this belongs to them as 
recelving,and not as conſecrating. And by the fame reaſons that Prieſts 
not-conlecrating may receive, others may reccive too. 2, That if they 
were made Pricſts by thoſe words, after the diſtribution of the bread.then 
they have no power to conſecrate, but only the bread, For the words are, 
Hoc nas Do this, 1.e. that which Chriſt had then done. Otherwiſe, it 
thoſe words be taken with reference to the Cp, then if the Apoſtles re- 
ceived the bread as believers, they received the Cup ſo too:for theſe words, 
Do this, muſt not relate.to their recezving, but to their power of conſecra- 
tion, 3. If this be taken generally, Do this, and lo giving them a power to 
do all that Chriſt did, thenit will amount to a precept for all who admini- 
ſter to follow Chriſts example inthe Inſtitution. And therefore, as he did 
adminiſter,the Cxp, as well as the Bread, toall that were preſent, then all 
others will be bound to do lo, if their power of adminiſtration be derived 
from theſe words, Do this, and they reterr to the whole action of Chriſt, 
But-I know what Anſwer will be here given, That theſe words relate to the 
Sacrifice, and not to the Sacrament, Hoc facite, implying their power of ſa- 
crificing, as to which they ſay, both elements are neceſſary, but not to the $4- 
crament, But 1. Not to enter on the Diſpute about the Sacrifice ; if both 
elements be neceflary to it, then it was great reaſon that the words make- 
ing them Prieſts, ſhould come after both elements, aud therefore it can- 
not in reaſon be deduced from thole words which are ſpoken .only atter 
the bread. 2. If thele words relate to the Sacrifice, and not to the Sacra- 
ment, By what authority do they adminiſter the Sacrament £ What other 
words are there to give them a power to do the one diſtin from them, 
whereby they pretend a right for the other. 3. There isno evidence at all 
from Antiquity, that Hoc facite hath any reſpect to the Fuchariſt as a Sacri- 
fice, or tothe making the Apoſtles Prieſts, And lo much is confelled by 
Eſtius. viz, that neither is this expoſition founa in any ancient Writer, noris _ 
g . yoo : "Yr . Eſitis i 1.4. 
it ſuitable to our Saviours purpoſe. For, he ſaith, it 15 not abſolutely ſaid, Fa- ſenteat diſt. 
cite, bat, Hac facite, i. e. that which ye ſee me do, do ye likewiſe, So that 14. /o. 11 
ſtill, by virtue of theſe words, thoſe who do receive authority to admi- 
niſter, are bound to follow Chriſts example, 4nd that as he did adminiſter 

in both kinds to all who were preſent, ſo ought they to do likewile. But 
there is one Exception yet more left, which is the laſt Reſerve, wiz, that 
although it be granted to be a command, that the Cup ſhould be adminiſtred to 

all, yet it is only a poſitive command, binding inthe general; but yet it is of the 
nature of all affirmative precepts, that though it alwaies binds, yet not at all 
times, but only in caſe of neceſſity , of which neceſſity the Church is the moſt 
competent Judge 5, and therefore if the Church do not think it neceſſary, then 

the obligation ceaſes, To which I anſwer, 1. That upon this ground it 
will be in the Churches power to repcal or ſuſpend all divine poſetive pre- 

cepts as well as this. For the rcaſon of this will hold for all others, whicli 

is, that they do not oblige, as they ſpeak, ad ſemper, but only ſemper, 7. e. 

not at all times, though they never ceaſe to oblige. And theretore on this 
ground, for all that I can tſce, the Church may as well repeal the ulc of 
Baptiſt, or the Euchariſt it (elf, as the communion in both kinds ;all being of 

of an equal nature, as affirarative precepts, But, Is it poflible to imagine 
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that Chriſt appointiog poſitive Inſtitutions in his Church, and giving precept, 
and plain directions about them, ſhould yet leave it in the power of any 
men to reverſe, alter, ſuſpend the obligation to the ptrformance of thu: 
commands ? Did not he foretee all caſes of zeceſſety, when he firlt ap- 
pointed theſe things, and, it notwithſtanding that, he makes a plain ton- 
mand, for the obſervance of them ; What can ſuch a pretended power jn 
the Church lignifie, but an authority, to alter or repeal what ſhe pleaſe. 
in the Laws of Chriſt £ 2. There 1s a great deal of dittcrence between time 
natureof the obligation of affermative precepts, and the prohibiting the »j 
of ſomething poſitively commanded. For, although poſetive precepts Jo 
not bind at all times, yet that reaches only to the thing it ſelf, and nut 16 
the mode of performance. Thus we ſay, That the Euchariſt being a po- 
ſttive Inſtitution, doth not oblige men at all times to be partakers of it ; but 
if on that account any Church ſhould undertake to forbid the celebration 
of it, this were a direct violation of the Law it ſelf, and not an Tnterpret- 
tion of it in regard of circumſtances. And what cvecr obligation of this 
nature there is, it reſpeC&ts the whole duty; But it doth by no mcans fol- 
low, that therefore in the elebratzon the Charch may declare whiat may 
be uſed, and what not. For the warmer of performance in cale it be per- 
formed at all, is abſolutely commanded ; it is only the performance in oe- 
neral, which is of the ature of a poſitive precept. Thus we ſay, Men are 
not beund to pray at all times, though they be alwaies bouxd to pray; but 
incaſe men fa pray, they are indiſpenſably bound to pray as God hathre- 
quired them todoit, So we fay here, That menare not bound at all times 
to adminiſter, or receive the Exchariſt; but, in caſe they do, they are in- 
Kipenſably bound to recetve it according to Chriſt's Inſtitution. So that 
this of communion in both kinds, relates tothe manner of a poſitive precept, 
and isnot a diſtintt poſitive precept by it ſelf ; and therefore is indiſpen- 


ality. ſably by any authority of the Church. Beſides, your Church doth not 


mcerly ſxſþend the exerciſe of this in caſe of neceflity, but forbids men 
the doing it, which is a direct and wilful violation of the Inſtitution of 
Chriſt, And therefore the Queſtion is not as it is ſtrangely . perverted by 
ſome of you, Whether it be neceſſary at all times to receive the'Cup (although 
even that be true incaſe of receiving at all) b»t,whether it be 3: the Churches 
power at all to prohibit the receiving it ; and this we ſay, and are ready to 
make good tobe a prelumptuous violation of the Laws of Chriſt, and an 
uſurping an Authority which tnay as well extend to all poſitive 1»ſtitutions. 
And thus I hope I have made that appear, which you fay his Lordſhip 
ſhould have done, viz. that Chriſt did ſo inſtitute the Sacrament of his [aſt 
Supper, that he would,not bave one part tobe adminiſtred without the other , 
2or one part to be taken without the other. 

The ſame I might alſo at large ſhew, from the Reaſons of this Inſtitution, 
that they do _ belong to the people, as well as the Prieſts, and that 
thoſe reaſons are of a nature as unalterable as the 7nſtitution it ſe]f;where- 
by I ſhould have ſhewed the vanity of your diſtinction of the Fuchariſt in- 
to a Sacrament, and a Sacrifice, and the abſurdity of your Doctrine of 
Concomitancy; but that would be too large for our preſent deſign; and 
that which you give me not lufficient ground to enter upon, ſince the ob- 
ligation'is ſufhcjently cleared from the Inſtitution it ſelf. I therefore pro- 
cccd to ſhew, that the/frimitive Church did alwaies underſtand the Com- 
m141i0n 1n both kindsto be anindiſpenſible parc of the Inſtitution of Chriſt. 
Whichone would think were evident enouyh from S. Payl, in his bringing 
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the Corinthians back to the Primitive Tnſtitation, as that unalterable Rule 
which they were to obſerve. For it, becauſe of tome 11] cuſtoms which had 
obtained amongſt them, he tells them, This 75 not to eat the Lords Supper ; 


How much more would he have faid fo, ifthere had been an mutilation of * E126; 


the parts of it? And all along in his diſcourle he ſuppoſes Chriits Inſtitu- 
tion to be the indiſpenſable Rule which they ought to oblerve 5 That which 
Thave received of the Lord, T delivered mito you; not, certainly, to leave it 
in their power, Whether they would obſerve it or no, but to ſhew them, 
what their duty was, and what they ought unalterably to obſerve. Elfe 
he would never have told them ſo much of the danger of wmworthy re- 
ceivine., in eating the Bread, and drinking the Cup of the Lord unwortbily ; 
For, Can we poſſibly think, that the rudenels of their acccls to the Lords 
Table was lo great a fin, and the violation of his 'ſtitution to be none at 
all? The Apoſtles were ſuch ſtrangers to the Doctrine of Concomitancy,that 
- ſtill both eating and drinking were ſuppoſed then, even by the moſt unwor- 
thy receivers. There were then no ſuchfears of the cffaſron of the blood 
of Chriſt, or the irreverence in receiving it, and much leſs of the lozg 
beards of the Laity ; which are the worſhiptul reaſons given by Gerſon and 
others, why the people ſhould not beadmitted to the xſe of the Chalice, 1 
do verily think the Apoſtles had as much care to preferve the due reve- 
rence of the Sacrament, as ever the Councils of Conſtance or Trent had;but 
they thought itno way to preſerve the reverence of the Sacrament, by 
thewing (o little to Chriſt, as not to obſerve his Tnſtztution. But you very 
kindly grant that which you knew was impoflible to be denied, viz. That 
in ancient times, when, you ſay, the number of Chriſtians was ſmall, it was the 
ordinary cuſtom for all that would (the Laity as well as others) to receive the 
Eucharist in both kinds ;, but, ſay you, we averr, this cuiton proceeded meer- 
ly ont of ffee devotion , and not ont of any belief, that it was abſolutely neceſ- 
ſary ſo to do, by virtue of Chriits precept. It is no great matter what you 
averr, ſince you averr ſo monſtrous a Doctrine of Tra»ſubitantiation, as 
confidently as you do this, and with much alike reaſon. ForT have ſhew- 
ed already, that the 7n5titution of Chriit in reference to this, is perpetually 
obligatory, and that the Apoi7les look upon that as an wnalterable Kle,and 
therefore your averring ſignifies nothing, when you never offer to prove 
what you averr, But, I pray tell me, By what zzears would you under- 
ſtand what precepts are perpetually obligatory, which are not clear to our 
preſent purpoſe ? It poſetive command, immutable reaſon, univerſal prattice 
of the Church may prove any thing fo, we have all thele plain and clear 
for Communion in both kinds. And not the leaſt ſuſpition or intimaticn 
given,that they looked on it as a matter of free devotion,but of indiſpenſable 
neceſſity. But, What mean my in ſaying, Wher the number of Chriſtians was 
hmall, they received it in both kinds? Do Chriſts Inſtitutions vary according 
to the numbers of Communicants £ Hath not Chriſt the ſame power to 0b- 
lige many as afew? or, Doyou think the numbers of breakers of his 1»ſt:- 
tution make the fault the leſs ? But, When was it the number of Chriſtians 
was ſo ſmall 2 Only in the Apoſtles times, or as long as the cuſtom laſted 
of communicating in both kinds 2 Do youthink the number of Chriſtians 
was ſo ſmall in the Primitive tizres? If you do, you Jamentably diſcover 
your ignorance in the Hiſtory of thoſe times : Read the Chriſtians Apologies 
over, and you will believe the contrary. But, Did this ſmall number 
continue in the time of the Chriſtian Emperours, even till after a thouſand 
fears after Chpiſt > For ſo long the Communion in both Kinds —— 
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ſo inviolably, that neither you, nor any before you, are able to produce 
one —_ of a publick and ſolemn celebration of the Exchariſt in the 
Church wherein the People did not communicate in both kinds. And,Could 
a matter ſo indifferent as you ſuppoſe this to be, meet with no pertons all 
this time, who out of reverence to the blood of Chriſt, ſhould deny giving 
it to the People? Nothing then but an unmeaſurable confidence, and a 
reſolution to ſay any thing, though never fo falſe or abſurd (if it tend to 
the intereſt of your Church) could make you fay, That com mun ion inoxe 
kind was alwaies,even in the firſt five or ſtx hundred years, alfowed publickly as 
well in the Church, as out sf it. Than which, if you had ſtudied it,you could 
ſcarce have uttered a greater untruth; and in which there are ſuch multi. 
tudes of your own party bearing witneſs againſt you. And Befarmin i, 
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atg, eriginen traditiozis Domimice reverta- 
$47, Cyprian. Epiſt. 63- 


ſo far from helping you out in it, that he is extremely at a loſs to offer at 
any thing which hath any tendency that way. But before we come tocon- 
fider the Inſtances and Exceptions you make, we muſt ſomewhat further 
ſee, what the practice and ſenſe of the Church was, that we may the better 
judge, Whether communion in both kinds were looked on as a matter on- 
ly of free devotion, or as ſomething neceſlary by virtue of Chriſts Initity. 
t;on. And for this I ſhall not inſiſt on thoſe 'multitudes of Teſtimonies, 
which manifeſt the pradtice it ſelf, but briefly touch at ſome few, which 
more dire&ly prove, that what they did, was,Becaulc in doing otherwiſe, 
they ſhould have violated the Inſtitution of Chriſt. To paſs by therefore 
the Teſtimonies of Juſtin Martyr, Ireneus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertul- 
lian, all clear for the practice 3 the firſt I inſiſt on, 1s that of S. Cyprian 
againſt thoſe who gave water in the Chalice, inſtead of wine; for, whoſo- 
ever doth but read the very entrance of that Epiſtle, will ſoon find that he 
looked on Chriſts Inſtitution in all the parts of it as unalterable.For(laith he) 


although Ikzow, that moſt Biſhops do keep to that which 
agrees with the truth of the Goſpel, and what our Lord 
hath delivered;and do not depart from that which Chriit 
our Master hath commanded and praiſed - yet becauſe 
ſome, either through ignorance, or ſimplicity, in ſandi- 
fying the Cup fl our Lord,and delivering it to the people, 
do not that which Jeſus Chrift our Lord and God, the 
Anthour and Teacher of this Sacrifice, did and taught; 
Thave thought it a neceſ/ary part of my duty to write to 
you, that if any one continue in that errour, he may, by 
diſcovering the light of truth, return to the root and 
fountain of our Lords Tradition. I inſiſt on this Tc- 
[timony, not only for the clearneſs of it, as to the cu- 


{tom of giving the Cp to the people ; but eſpecially for the evidence con- 
tained init, of the unalterable nature of the Inititution of Chriſt. For 
that he looks on as the great fault of them who miniſtred water inſtead of 
wine, that they therein departed from the example and precept of Chrii7. 
Now there cannot be produced any greater evidence of any obligation as 
tothis, than there is as to the giving the Cp it ſelf. For here is Chrisfs ex- 
ample and inititution equally as to both of them, and that in the ſame 
words, Drink ye all of it, If that were ſuch a departing from the 1ni/itu- 
tion toalter the Liquor, Would it not have been accounted as great, to 
take away the Cyp wholly ? For afterwards he adds, 1f mer ought not to 
breakthe leait of Chriifs commands, How much le{ thoſe great ones which 
pertain to the Sacrament of our Lords Paſſion, and our Redemption & or to 


change 
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thange it into any thing, but that which was appointed by kizze? And if not 
to change the matter, certainly neither can it be Jawtu! to order the ad- 
miniftration otherwiſe than Chriit appointed. I know Bellarmin laith, 
The parity of reaſon will not hold, becauſe this is to corrupt the matter of the 
Sacrament : but S. Cyprian doth not infiſt on that as his reaſon, but the de- 
parting from the Inſtitution of Chriit, and this is done by one as well as 
the other. But he adds, That there was aprecept for that, Do this. And fo, 
ſay we, was there as plain for the other, Drink ye all of this, So that the 
parity of reaſon is evident for the one as well as the other, Upon the ſame 
ground doth Pope Julivs afterwards condemn the uſing milk, inſtcad of 
wine, becauſe contrary to Chriſts Inſtitution; and lo he doth the dip- 
ping the bread in the Chalice: From whence we interr, that they looked 
on Chriſts Example and Inſtitution in the adminiſtration to be wnalterable, 
But moſt expreſs is the Teſtimony of Pope Gelaſiws, who finding ſome, from 
the remainders of Manichaiſm, did abſtain from the Cxp, gives exprels or- 
der, That they who were infeed with this odde ſuper- | | : 
ſition, either ſhould receive the whole Sacrament, or , grrooot 1+ = y _ _ Arey” 
abſt ain wholly ſrom it ;, becauſe the dividing one and the cruoris abſineant. Oui proculdubia (q10- 
ſame myſtery, cannot be done without great ſacriledge. RN OT 
To this, BeHarmin tells us, two Anfwers are common- aut ab jateryis arceantur; oh os fo waice 
ly given z one, That theſe words are meant of Prieſts, & cx partin gg ant ove pn 
another, That they relate only to thoſe ſuperſtitious per- _ be Cortecs Ep 2a, 
ſons ;, but both of them are ſufficiently taken oft by 
the reaſon aſſigned, which is not fetched either from their Prieſthood, or 
Superſtition, but only from the Inſtitution of Christ, that it would be ſa- 
criledge to part thoſe things, which Chriſt by his inſtitution had joynzd 
together. Thus we lee, the ſenile of the Church is clear, not only tor the 
pradice, but the command too ; and the linfulnel(s of rhe violation of ir. Al- 
though to you one would think it were wholly needleſs to prove any more 
Khan the Univerſal Pradice, ſince the Tradition of the Church is equal with 
you, with an axwritter word; but that is, when it makes for your purpole, 
- andnot otherwiſe, For in this caſe, though the T»ſtitwtion be exprels, 
the univerſal praFice of the Chxrch tor at lealt a thouſand years unqueition- 
able; pet becauſe it contradicts the preſent ſenſe and praftice of your 
Church, all this ſignifies nothing at all with you. $0 true is it, that it is 
neither Scripture nor Antiquity, which you really regard, but Interest and 
the Preſent Church. And what Cxſans, like a downright man, ſpake out 1n 
this cale, is that you mult all at laſt take ſanctuary in,, That the Scriptures 
muſt be interpreted according to the current pradice of the Church; and 
therefore it is no wonder if they be interpreted at one time one way, and an0- 
ther time another way. And though this ſeem a very great abſurdity, yet 
it is no more than 1s necellary to be faid by ſuch who maintain things 
lo contrary to Scripture, and the practice of former ages of the 
Church. | 
But you are fo far from thinking this contrary to the prafice of the (5, 15, 
Church in former ages, that you ſay, Not ozly i $. Thomas bis time, but P. 189. 
in all times of the Church , it was both publickly allowed, and commonly by Eater 
ſome prattiſed even in Churches, to receive under one kind only, A bold Al- conn. (ub 
lertion, and which is confidently denied by very many of your own Com- 47-7 10372 
munzon, For not only Caſſond: gold 
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r often conlelics, that for above a thou- ,,, pn, 

land years after Chriſt, no inſtance can be produced of publick Commu- Bs Inner 
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non in One kind : But Father Barns acknowledges not only that Cormmu- 7. fe | 
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72i0n in both kinds, is much more agreeable to Scripture, Fathers, and the 
O»jverſal Church, but that per ſe loquendo jure divino preſcribitur, taking it 
in it ſelf, it is commanded by a Divine Law. But know theſe men are too 
honeſt for you to own them, but as to the univerſal praCtice of the Church 
Kund. 14P*- it is confeſled by, Ruardys, Alphonjus a Caſtro, Lindanws, and many others, 
"Alrbeaſ z ca- But we need no more than your S. Thomas himfelt, even in that very place, 
I ray Hue -33- where you lay, He rather makes for you, than againſt you ; tor, when he faies, 
-% = 4 that Provide in quibuſdam Eccleſtis obſervatur ut populo ſanguis non detur. 
It was a cuſtom providently obſerved in ſome Churches, not to give the $acra« 
ment in the form of wine to the Laity; © He thereby ſhews indeed, that in his 
time about A. D. 1260. this cuſtom did in ſome places obtain, but yet fo, 
Ar25-P-3- that the univerſalpratice had been to the contrary ; for ſo much is confel- 
——— by him in his Commentaries on S. Joh, where his words are, ſecundune 
antiquan in Eccleſia conſuetudinem omnes ficut communicabant corpori, ita 
communicabant & ſanguini, quod etiam adhuc in quibuſdam Fecleſris ſervatur. 
According to the anceint cuſtom of the Church, all did communicate in both 
kinds, which as yet is obſerved in ſome Churches, Now, Whether the uni- 
verſal practice of the Church in former times, or the practice of ſome 
Churches in his time, were more agreeable tothe Divine Inſtiiution, we 
may appeal to Aquines himſelf, who elſewhere gives this account, Why 
the elements of bread and wine, were made uſe of, and delivered feveral- 
Aqinas.c. ly, That they might denote a complete refeFion, and fully repreſent the death 
aeog-i '+ ard paſſion of our Saviour. Onthe lame accounts, Bonaventure and Alenſis 
2119212. 4- Make both kinds neceſlary to the Zztegrity of the Sacrament. And the lat- 
4ft8.4/t.2+ ter (who was Maſter to the two former) fates expreſly, That whole 'Chrj 
Leif. p.4 4. #f 10t contained facramentally under either kinds; but his fleſh under that of 
6.memb.3- bread, and his blood under that of wine. Than which nothing can be more 
ve deſtructive tothe DoCtrine of Concomitancy, And it is learnedly proved 
- Ms ie by Pet. Picherellxs, that the bread was appointed to repreſent not the body 
"ore inits compleat ſubſtance, but the meer fleſh, when the blood is out of it, ac- 
cording to the divilion of the Sacrifices into fleſh and blood; from whence it 
appears, that theSacrifice of Chriſts death cannot be repreſented meerly 
by oze kind, and that whole Chriſt is not contained under oze,in the admi- 
Aleaſ. p. 4. Niſtration of it. And therefore Alexſrs rightly determines, that the res 
q 31-menb. 1. Sacramenti cannot beperfettly reprelenced bv one kind 3 and thence fayes, 
He that receives but in one kind, doth not recc1ve the Sacrament perfel.No 
Alcan, Wonder therefore that he tells us, That ſome religious perſons in his time 
4-53-memb.r. (when the contrary.cuſtom, through the ſuperſtition of people, had ſome- 
what prevailed) did earneſtly deſire that the Sacrament might again be re- 
ceived in both kinds, Thus we fee, when this cuſtom did begin, reaſon and 
argument was {till againſt it, and nothing pleaded for it, but only ſome 
ſuperſtitious fears of ſome accidental effuſkons of the blood of Chriff, But 
you are the man, who would ſtill perſwade us, That Communion in one 
kind was not only publickly allowed, but by ſome praiſed cven in Churches in 
all tixzes of the Church, And therefore in reaſon we mult giveattendance 
to your impregnable demonſtrations of it. For otherwile, fay you, How 
7s it poſſible that the Manichees ſhould find liberty and opportunity to commu- 
nicate amoneit Catholicks in Catholick Churches without being perceived, fince 
they never drank wine, nor communicated under the form of wine £ as 'tis cer- 
tuin they frequently didin $, Leo's time, and after. But you have very un- 
happily light of this for your firſt proof, which is fo evident againſt 
yeu, For Leo, who mentions the Hanichees communicating in —_ 
Churches 


/ 


a” 
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' Chap. III. 
Churches, tells the Catholicks, What way they might diſcern them from 
themſelves, viz, that thoueh they received the bread, get they refuſed the wine: 
by which, ſaith he, you may diſcover their ſacrilegious : 
[ypocrifie, and by that means they may be expelled out So ms en yr" tengo 
of the fociet 'y of Catholicks, You were therefore very m:nitoy is Commun Je LOT 
ill adviſed, to make choice of this for your argu- © /*/i5 lateaw', ove tz:ig2o (ora corpus 
ment, which makes it plain, that all Catholicks did fro brug anus horn Ord 
receive in both kinds, and that the Aanichees might fam volumis ſcore [andfitipein; av wes 
be thereby known that they did not. And if it were pe em mar othe hoe 11 nes 
the cuſtom for the Catholicks lometimes to receive in " latie, wtath Þ> prodie > port ang 
both kinds, and ſomctimes not, (which 1s all the ſhift 4p Wig axtoritate pellatiur, Leo. 
l n crmon . Quairapef, 4. 
Bellarmin hath) and the Aanichees not at all, this WE 
could be nonote of di5finFion between them 3 for, although the X141;- 
chees might not recelve at one time, they could not tell but they might at 
another. Now Leo's intention being, to give ſuch a note of diſtin&tion 
that they might not receive at all among them, it evidently follows that 
all the Catholicks did conſtantly receive in both kinds, and that they were 
only 2/arichees who did abſtain from the Cup. For that Story which Bel- 
larmin inſiſts on, and you referr to, of the woman, who being a Hacedonian 
Heretich, yet pretending to communicate with the Catholicks, had the bread 
which her Maid brought with her, and whichſhe took inſtead of the Excheriif 
turned into a ftone in her month, upon which ſhe runs preſently to the Biſho » 
and with tears confeſſed her fault as we take it wholly upon the Faith of " 
zomen, from whom Nicephorws tranſcribes it, ſo I cannot imagine what it Sozom. hift 
proves for your purpoſe, unlels it be, that they in whoſe zronths the bread !-3-<5- ; 
turns intoa Fore too, vgll hardly have patiencetill the Cup be adminiſtred. "3: 
to them. For ſo both Sozomen and Nicephoras relate it, that immediatel _ 
upon her feeling it to be a ſtoxe, ſhe ran to the Biſhop, and ſhewed him ho 
ſtone, acknowledging with tears her miſcarriage. But beſides this, yo 
bring ſeveral Inſtances from the Communion of Hermites in the wal 7 
of travellers on their journeys, of ck perſons in their beds, and private Comp 
munions in houſes, and laſtly, little Children in the Church and at home bs 
their Cradles, which communicated in form of wine only. And Are not all 
theſe invincible proofs, that there was a publick, ſolemn adminiſtration 
of the Communion in one kind publickly allowed in Chxrches in all times ? 
When you can prove that the Communion of Hermites was in the Church, 
or that they did not receive as well the wine as the bread in the wilderneſs, 
or that ſuch Communion was approved by the Church : That the Commu- 
nion of Travellers was not meer Communion in Prayers, as Baronivs and Al- p.m 41.100 
baſpinzws allert, without any participation of the Exchariſt at all 3. or if it - SIO 
were, that it was only a participation in one kind (againſt whith Albaſpi- mwarbey 
2445 gives many reaſons :) That the Communion of the fick, was add STS ite: 
Tine, when Juſtin Martyr ſaith, That both bread and wine were ſent to the rp 
abſent : when Enſcbius tells us, That the bread given to Serapion, was Exe, bit, 6 
dipt ; when S. Hierom ſaith of Exuperius, That he preſerved the blood in a ©.36 = 
glaſs 'far the ufe of the ſick; That Private Communions were without wine _— _ 
lince Gregory Nazianzen ſaith; his Siſter Gorgonia, preſerved both the jj oy EE 
bols of the body and blood of Chriſt ; and Albaſpineus confeſles, that pt ap I 
mipht be carried home as well as the other z or that theſe were approved Darga, der 
by the Church, ſince Durantus faith, That the uſe of Private nd ———— 
coming up by perſecutions, were abrogated afterwards; and arc expretly A 
condemned by the Conncil of Ce/ar-Anguſta about the year 391. iu he 
| firſt 
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-which ſeem moſt to countenance it are but Rhetorical flouriſhes. 


firſt Council of Toleds, about A. D. 400. Laſt] , that the C 011H1UNIDH of 
Infants was only in one kind either in the Church or at home, or that this 
Communion of Infants which the Council of Trent condemns, was a ys 
adminiſiration of the Euchariit : When I ſay you have proved all the(g 
things, the utmoſt you can hence inferr, 1s, only that in ſome rare ca{; 
and accidental occaſions, Communion in one kind was allowed of: Fir 
what is all this to the proving that the ſtated, ſolemn adminiſtration of th 
Excharift in one kind was ever practiſed, much leſs allowed, within a thoy.. 
ſand years after Chriſt. And yet if you could prove that, you fall ſhort 
of vindicating your Church, unleſs you add this, which you never ſomuch 
as touch at, viz. That it was ever in all that time thought lawful to fox. 
bid the celebrationof the Exchariſt in both ds. Prove but this, which 
is your only proper task, and I ſay as his Lordthip doth in another caſe, 
Tou ſhall be my Apollo for ever, 

We proceed to a fourth errour, which is the Invocation of Saints de. 
fined by the Council of Trent, As to which, that which his Lordſhip ſaith 
may be reduced to three things, 1. That thoſe expreſſions of the Father, 
2. That the 
Church then did not admit of the Invocation of Saints, but only of the com. 
memoration of Martyrs. 3. That the Dodrine of the Roman Church makes 
the Saints more then Mediatours of Tnterceſſun. To theſe three I ſhall 
confine my diſcourſe on this ſubject; and therefore ſhall follow you cloſe 
in your Anſwers to them. For the firſt, When you are proving that the 
Fathers expreſlions were not Rhetorical flouriſhes, you would fain have 
your own accounted ſo. For, ſay you, How can 7t ſeem to any that du, 
conſiders it, but moſt extreamly partial and ſtrange to term ſo many exhortq. 
tions, ſo many plain and poſitive aſſertions, ſo mary "Inſt ances, Examples, 
Hiſtories, Reports and the like, which the Fathers ſrequently uſe, and afford in 
this kind (and that upon occaſions wherein dogmatical and plain delivery of 
Chriſtian Dorine and truth is expeecd ) nothing but flouriſhes of wit and 
Rhetorick? And after, you call theſe meer put-off*s, as before you had (aid, 
That when any thing in the Fathers is againſt us, then it is Rhetorick only; 
when againſt you, then it is dogmatical and the real ſenſe of the Fathers, But 
theſe are only General words, fit only to deceive ſuch who believe bold 
afhrmations Coner then ſolid proofs. This is'a thing muſt be tryed 
by particulars, becaule it is on both ſides acknowledged, that the Fathers 
did many times uſe their Rhetorick , and that ſuch things are uttered by 
them,in their Pazeggrical Orations eſpecially, which will not abide a ſe- 
vere tryal, Doth not Be{/armin contels that St. Chryſoſtome doth often 
hyperbolize, and Sixtus Sencnſis lay as nuch of others, that in the heat of 
their diſteggſcs they are carricd beyond what they would have ſaid ina 
{ſtrict debate? But who are better Judges ofthele things then the Fathers 
themſelves? Are they not the men, who have bid us diſtinguiſh what 
comes from them in a heat, from that which they deliver as the Doctrine 
of the Church? Have not they told us, that the popular Oratiozs uttered 
in Churches are no rulcs of opinion? Have not ſome of them, when they 
have ſeemed extream vehement and earneſt, at laſt come off with this, 
That they have been declaiming all that while 2 Witnels St, Hierome againt 
Helvidixs ; and if yqu make not uſe of the fame rule to put a favourablc 
conſtruction on his Books againſt Jovinian,Vigilantins, Kuffinus and others, 
you will as little be able to excule him from ſtrange Doctrines, as from 
intemperate heats. What put-off then 1s it for us to ſay, that St, ul I 
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his Oration on Mamma, and the forty eight Martyrs;that S.Gregory Nazi- 
anzen in his Panegyrical Orations on St. B{il, St. Athanaſius, St..Cyprian, his 
fiſter Gorgonta, St. Gregory Nyſſen in his commendation of Theodorws, do 
make uſe of their Rhetorick, in Apoſtrophe's to the perſons whom they 

raile, without any ſolemn Invocation of them 2 What is there herein un- 
fuitable to their preſent purpole ? Is it any more then Oratours have com- 
monly done ? What ſtrange thing is it then, that thoſe great Maſters of 
Rhetorick ſhould make af of their art to raiſe the people, not only to a 
high eſteem of their perſons, but of thoſe vertues which rendred them {0 
illuſtrious. Might not ſuch expreſitons by way of Apoſtrophe be (till uſed 
by ſuch who are furtheſt from the Irvocation of Saints £ although by 
their example we arc taught how dangerous it is to indulge X/etorick too 
much in ſuch caſes. But as though they foreſaw the i} uſe would be 
made of them, they add ſuch expreſſions as ſufficiently tell us,they made = 
no ſolemn Invocation of them 5 & ns @»a5, & #£2,and the like, Had theſe 2-7 * 
perſons a mind to deliver a Doctrine of Invocation of Saints, who ſpeak 
with ſuch heſctation and doubt as to their ſenlc of what was ſpoken? (For- 
it isa groundleſs ſhift, toſay, that thoſe expreſſions imply an affirmation 
and not doubt.) That which we fay then, is this, That the DoCtrine of 
the Church is not to be judged by ſuch Ercomiaſtick Orations, wherein 
ſuch Rhetorical flouriſhes are uſual ; and when you bring us their plain and 
poſitive aſſertions, we will by no means give you that Anſwer, That thoſe 
are flouriſhes of wit and Rhetorick, But his Lordſhip very well knew, how 
far you were from any ſuch dogmatical aflertions of the Fathers in this 
point, and that the moſt plauſible reſtimonies which you had were taken 
out of thoſe three great Oratonrs in their Puneggricks in praile of their 
Friends, or of the 1artyrs; and therefore it was he ſaid, 2hough ſome of 
the ancient Fathers have ſome Rhetorical flouriſhes about it, for the ſtirring up 
devotion ( as they thought ) yet the Church then admitted not of the Invocation 
of Saints, That is it we (tand on, that no ſuch thing was admitted by the 
Church,if we ſhould yield that any particular(though great) perſons were 
too laviſh in their expreſſions this way ; muſt theſe be the ſtandard which 
we muſt judge of the Doctrine of the Church by 2 We mult conſider the 
Church was now out of perſecution, and eaſe and honour attended that 

rofeſlion of Chriſtianity, for which ſuch multitudes had endured the 
———_ and the people m_ to grow more looſe and vain then when 
they ſtil] expected 1artyrdoms : This made theſe great men 1o highly 
commend the Martyrs in their popular Orations,not to propound them as 
objeFs of Invocation, but as examples tor their imitation, Thence they 
encouraged them to frequent the Memorie martyrum,that by their aſſem- 
blies in thoſe places they might revive ſomething of that priſtine heat of 
devotion, which was now ſo much abated among them. But the event 
was ſo far from anſwering their expectation, that by this means they grew 
by degrees to place much of their Religion, rather in honouring the 
former Martyrs and Saints then in ({triving to imitate them in their vertucs 
and graces. Ant from the trequenting the places where the 4/artyrs 
were enthrined through the pretence of ſome extatical dreams and vilions, 
or ſome rare occurrences which they fay happened at thoſe places, they 
began to turn their real honour into ſuperſtitious devotion, which at Jaft 
ended in folemn 1vocation. To which no ſmall encouragement was given 
when ſuch perſons as S. Hierom and others, were lo far from putting a ſtop 
to the growing evil, that though they confelled many miſcarriages com- 
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mitted, yet they rather ſought to palliate them and make the beſt cc. 
ſtruction of them, ſtill hoping that this zeal in the people tothe honour 
of the Martyrs would promote devotion among them 3 whereas it ſunk 
gradually into greater ſuperſtitions. This I take to be the trueſt and 
moſt faithful account of thoſe frit beginnings and tendencies to Invocation 
of Saints, which appeared in the latter end of the fourth Century. 

For before that time we meet with nothing that can bear the face of 
any poſitive and plain aſſertions , inſt ances, examples, hiſtories, or reports 
tending that way. Which is foclear, that Cardinal Perron after the be{; 
uſe of his wit and diligence to find out ſomething to this purpoſe within 
the three firſt Cemturzes, at laſt confeſles, that in the Anthours who lived 
nearer the Apoſtles times no footſteps can be found of the 129 4tion of 
Saints. But when hegives this account of it, That moſt of the writings of 
that time are loſt, it makes us ſee what poor excuſes bad cauſes will drive 
the greateſt wits to. For arenot the writings of Juſtin Martyr, Irenexs, 
Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, Tertullian, Cyprian, Arnobins, Lattantiys 
and others ſtill extant, who were pious and learned men ? Andis it pofij- 
ble that fuch men ſhould all of them conceal ſuch a Dottrine as this, 
which would ſo cafily appear in the face of the Church? But it is well we 
have the confeſſ:on of fo great a wan for the beſt ages of the Church; and 
not only fo, but ke acknowledges withall, That there is neither precept nor 
example for it in the Scripture. Which others not only allert, bur offer to 
vive reaſons for it, tor the Old Teſtament : Becauſe the Fathers were not 
then admitted to the beatifical 25ſton: and for the New Teſtament, Pecauſe 
the Apoſtles were men of ſuch piety and humility, that they would not admit of 
it themſelves, and therefore made no mention of it in their writings; and 
withall, Becauſe in the beginning of Chriſtianity there would have been a ſuſþi- 
cion, that they had only changed the names of Heathen Deities, and retained 
the ſame kinds of worſhip. Theſe for the new Teſtament we admit of, not 
as Rhetorical flouriſhes, but as plain and poſitive aſſertions which contain a 
great deal of truth and reaſon in them. So that here 1s a confeſſed filence 
as to this DoCtrine throughout all the ſtory of Scriptare, and for three 
hundred years and more after Chriſt ; and in all this time we meet with 
no ſuch aſſertions, inſtances, examples, reports, and the like, which tend to 
eſtabliſh this new Doctrine. But in ſtead of this, we meet with very plain 
aſſertions to the contrary,back'd with ſtrong and invincible reaſons ; and 
hcrein not to inliſt on thoſe places in Scripture which appropriate Inveca- 
tion to God only, and that in regard of his incommunicable attributes of 
ommiſciency, and infinite goodneſsand power, which are the only foundati- 
ons givcn in Scripture for Invocation; nor to mention thoſe places, where 
all tendencies to ſuch kind of worſhip of any created Being, are ſeverely 
checked; and wherein an T»ferzorr and relative worſhip 1s condemned on 
this account, Be caule a// worſhip is due to God only ;, and wherein that very 
pretence of Lymzlity, in not coming to God, but through ſme Mediatour 
1s exprcfly ſpoken againſt 5 nor toinlarge how much this DoCtrine of 1#- 
vocation of Saints 1s injurious to God, by g1ving that worſhip to creatures 
which belongs only to himſelf, and how repugnant it is to Divine wiſdorr, 
that prayers ſhould be made to Sairts for them to intercede with God, 
when they cannot know what thoſe prayers are till God reveals them; 
ner how diſhonourable it is to Chrzſt, both in regard of his merits and 7n- 
terce}jzon 5 nor how great a check it 1s to true p7rety to put men to pray to 
thcm, whom they can have no ground to believe do hear or regard their 
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rayers, and in the mean time to take them off from their ſerious and fo- 
lemn addrefles to God, Not to inliſt, I ſay, on theſe things, becauſe | 
deſign no ſet diſcourſe on this ſubje&, which hath been ſo amply handled 
by 6 many already : I ſhall only diſcover the ſenſe of the Prizritive Church 
in this particular by two things, the one of which takes in the firſe three 
Centuries, and the other extends a great deal farther:From which I doubt 
not, but'to make it evident how farr the I-vocation of Saints was from 
being reccived then. The firſt is, from the Anſwers given to the Hea- 
thens, when it was objected againſt the Chriſtzars that they did worthip 
dead men and Angels. I confels, ſome have beenſo ſubtle as from hence 
to inferr that they did it; or elſe,fay they, the Heathens would never have 
charg'd them with it. But they who read the Chriſtians Apologies will 
find farr more unreaſonable things than this laid to their charge, and [ 
hope they will not ſay, there muſt be an equal ground for all the other 
imputations alſo. But it ſeems they more believe the Heathers Objetions 
then the Chriſt;ans Anſwers, whoutterly diſavow any ſuch thing. The 
firſt mention we find of any ſuch imputation, is in that excellent Epiſtle 
of the Church of Smyrna to the Church of Philomylium concerning the 
Martyrdome of Polycarpe, wherein they tell us; how ſome ſuggeſted to 
Nicetas, that he ſhould detire the Procorſul that Polycarp's body might not 
be granted tothe Chriſtzans ; Leſt, ſay they, they ſhould leave to worſhip 
Him that was Crucified,and worſbip him; to which they return this excellent 
Anſwer. They are ignorant that we can never be induced to forſake Chriſt, 
who offered for the ſalvation of all who ſhall be ſaved of ; 
#he whole world, or to worſhip any other for him being 
+ the $on of God we adore.But the Martyrs as the Diſciples 
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and followers of the Lord, we love worthily for their ex- 
ceeding great affetion toward their own King and 
Maſter, of whom we wiſh that we may be partners and 
diſciples. Can any thing be more expreſs then this 
is, to ſhew what difference they put between Chriſt 
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and the Martyrs £ Not that they worſhipped one as Valeſ 
God with an abſolute dire worſhip, and the other as 
ſubordinate interceſſours, with a relative and indire& worſhip, as you would 
have told them; but they worſhip'd Christ and none but him, becauſe he 
was the Sor of God; but for the Martyrs they loved them indeed. but 
they worſhip'd them not at all, tor ſo much is implyed in the Antitheſes be- 
tween that and their worſhip of Chriif, So that theſe words are exclu- 
five of any kind of worlhip which they gave to the A/artyrs ; for they 
were lo tar from giving them that worſhip which belonged to the Sox of 
God, that they only expreſled their /ove to them, without giving them 
any worſhip, And in the old Latin tranſlation of this Epiſtle, of which 
there are two MSF. extant in England 5 when they fay, They can worſhip 
none elſe but Chris, it is there rendred, Neque alteri cuiquam precem oratio- 
nis impendere,Nor impart the ſupplication of prayer to any other. As the late 
learned Lord Primat Uſher hath obſerved 5 which utterly deſtroyes the 
Doctrine of Invocation. 

We proceed further to ſee what account Origen gives of the Chriſtian 
DoGrine touching Invocation in his Anſwer to Celſ#s, wherein he had ſuf- 
ficient occaſion given him to declare the ſenſe of the Church at that time. 
And if he had known or approved any relative worſiip given to Aneels or 
Caints, 1t is not conceivable that he ſhould expreſs himſelf in ſuch a man- 
Ffrtt 2 ner 
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ner as he doth. For when Celſ#s enquires what kind of Beings the 
thought Angels to be, Origen anſwers, that although the Scripture ſome- 
times calls them Gods, it is not with that intention that we ought to wor- 

ſhip them. For, faith he, a pragers, and Jupplicati.. 
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would not permit us to preſume to pray nnto any other 
but God the Lord of all, who is abundantly ſufficient 
for all, by our Saviour the Son of God. In which Teſtimony,we clearly ſee 
what the judgement of the Church then was concerning Invocation ;, For 
ina matter of Divine worſhip equally concerning the whole Church, we 
have no reaſon to imagine that Origen ſhould deliver any private opinion 
of his own. And herein we are plainly told, That al/ prayers and ſupplica- 
tions arc to be made to God only through Chrit, that in ſuch caſes where we 
are Ignorant of the nature of Beings. it is unreaſonable for us to pray to ther 
(as wecertainly are concerning ſeparated ſouls as well as Angels); thatin 
caſe we did know them, yet it would not be reaſonable to pray to them, 
both becauſe they are inferiour and miniſtring Spirits, and that God him- 
ſelf is abundantly ſufficient for all through Chriſt, Now let any reafon- ' 
able man judge, whether theſe Arguments do not hold as well againſt a 
relative and ſubordinate Invocation, as abſolute and Soveraign. But no ſuch 
diſtin&tions were thought of then. For they judged all Prayer and Invo- 
cation, by the very nature of it, to import Drvinzty in that it was made to, 
and therefore that no created Beings how excellent ſoever were capable 
of it. From whence Orzger afterwards ſuppoſing the Sx, Moor, and 
Starrs to be IntelleFual Beings. gives this account, Why, notwithſtanding 
that, they made no prayers to them, For, ſaith he, ſince they offer up prayers 
themſelves to God through his only Son, veivo;3 ws fv fvxe% ris wok orc, we 
judge that we ought not to pray to them that pray, Since they would rather 
ſend us to God whom they pray to, then bring us down to themſelves, or to di- 
wide ourpraying vertue from God, to themſelves. Can we then ſuppoſe that 
the Church at that time did allow of prayers to be made to Saints in Hea- 
ven, luppoling their praying there in behalf of the Chnrchon earth ? For we 
ſee Origen goes on this ground, that all Tnte//eFnal Spirits which pray 
themſelves, are not to be prayed too; And that if they knew of our pray- 
ing to them, they would ſend us to God and not accept of thoſe ſupplica- 
tions to themielves which are due only to God, In the beginning of the 
eighth Book,Celſas diſputes againſt the Chriſtians bocone they worſhip on- 
ly the Supreme God,without giving any to the Jxferiour 4085 ; and that 
upon this ground, becauſe, faith he, They who worſhip the Inſeriour Gods, 
acknowledging them Inferiour, is ſo far from diſhonouring the Supreme, that 
he doth that which is acceptableto him. aim nu] ne $4081 783 Sneive mdnmtyy & Mu 
m7 + 043*,% mrnecier. For be that honours and worſhips thoſe who are ſubje@ to 
kin, doth not diſpleaſe God whoſe they are all, Thele are Celſ#s his words 3 
{rom whence we arc to take noticc; that Cel/zs doth not plead for abſolute 
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and Soveraign worſhip to be given to theſe Inferionr Deities or Spirits, but 
only a relative and ſubordinate worſhip. So that it the Controverlie had 
been between Celſus and a modern Romaniſt, all that Celſus here ſayes muſt 
have been confetied on both ſides, and the whole diſpute only have been 
concerning thoſe Demons or Spirits which were to have this relative and 
inferiour kind of worſbip, viz. Whether thoſe which Celſ#s call'd Demons, 
or only the Bleſſed Spirits and glorified Saints. But Origen who went 
upon other grounds returns a far different Anſwer For, ſaith he, it is not 
leſt we ſhould hurt God that we abſtain from the worſhip of any but God ac- 
cording to this word (nnvivavs 1 I dir Ing nt þ nd 9:6, to render the inferiour 
worſhip of $0262 to any but God.) but leſt we ſhould thereby hurt our ſclves, by 
ſeparating our ſelves from our portion in God, And the reaſon he gives why 
Chriſt is to be worſhip'd is, from that divinity which manifeſted it ſelf in 
him, and becanſe of the unity of nature between God and him. And although 


Origen ſaith, That wm ſenſe we may be ſaid cand4% to give ſome kind of 


worſhip to Angels and Archangels; yet he faith, the ſenſe of the word muſt be 
purg'd, and the ations of the worſhippers diſtinguiſhed. Yet in the follow- 
ing words he attributes that worſhip which is by ſupplication only to God 
and his only Son, So that ſtill he reſerves the offering 
up our prayers as the appropriate worſhip to God him- 
ſelf, through his only Son. For to him, ſaith he, we 
firſt offer them, intreating him who is the propitiation 
for our ſins, that he would vonchſafe as our high Prieſt to 
offer our Prayers, Sacrifices, and Interceſſzons to God over all, Therefore ouy 
Faith is only in God through his Son, who hath confirmed it to us. And af- 
terwards, Away (faith he) with Celſus his Connſel, that we ſhoul! worſhip 
Dzmons (or inferiour ſpirits not taking them in the worſt icole ) wir 3 
@enturrhicy 7G om min Wigs for we muſt only pray to God over all, ant to the 
Word of God, his only begotten, and firſt born of all Creatures ; and we muſt 
entreat him, that he as High Prieſt, would preſent our Prayer, when it is come 
to him, unto his God, and our God, and unto his Fathes, and the Father of 
them that frame their life according to the Word of God. To the ſame 
purpoſe again in another place; To whox we offer our firſt fruits, to hint 
we dire@ our prayers, having a High Prieſt, who is entred into Heaven, Je- 
ſus the Son of God , and we hold faſt this confeſſion while we live, through 
the favenr of God, and his Son, who is manifeſted tous : And after faith, 
That the Angels help forward their ſalvation, who call upon God, and pray ſin- 
cerely, to whom they themſelves alſo pray. But not one word of any praying 
tothem, but only to God through Chriſt. For, as he faith elſewhere, 
We muſt endeavour to pleaſe God only, who is over all, and pray that he may be 
propitzous tous, procuring his good will with piety, and all kind of virtue. 
But if he will yet have us to procure the good will of any others, after him that 
# God over all; let him conſider, that as when the body is moved, the motion 
of the ſhadow doth follow it : ſo in like manner, having God favourable to us, 
who is over all, it followeth that we ſhall have all his friends, both Angels.,and 
Souls, and Spirits,favourabletous. For they have a ſympathy with them, that 
are thought worthy to find favour with God. Neither are they only favourable 
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untoſuch as be worthy ;, but they co-operate with them alſo that are willing 19 
ſerve God over all, and are ſtiendly to them, and pray with them, and intreat 
with them. So as we may be bold to ſay, that when r1en, who with a reſolution, 
Propoſe to themſelves the beſt things, do pray unto God, many thouſands of the 
Sacred Powers pray together with them uncalled upon. Here indeed we find 
that Saints and Angels do intercede in Heaven in behalf of the Saints 
on Earth, but that is notthe thing in diſpute between us: but here 
we find no ſuch thing at all as an Invocation of them; but he 
ſayes, They pray together with us, when we pray to God himſelf, not 
when we pray firſt to them to pray with us. For this Origen makes 
to be wholly needleſs; for zf God be propitions to us, ſo will all the 
Sacred Powers be too. So that ſtill we find 1n Origen, that Invocation 
was only to be made to God over all, although he faith , That with thoſe 
who do ſincerely call upon God, the Holy Spirits do joyn with them. To the 
Arrob,l.3. ſame purpoſe Arnobins ſpeaks, when the Heathens asked, Why they did 
not worſhip any Irferiour God's, ſatis eſt nobjs, ſaith he, Dexs primus, the 
Supreme God js juſſicient for us. In hoc omne quod colendum elt colimus ; 
quod adorari convenit adoramus, quod obſequium venerationis poſcit,ve- 
nerationibus promeremur. Jn worſhipping him, we worſlip all that is to be 
worſhipped ; we adore all, that is fit to be adored; we procure favour by ſlewing 
reverence to all that require it, Where we are (till to take notice,that theHea- 
thens did not blame them for not giving the higheſt kind of Worſhip to thele 
Inferior Deities, but for not worſhipping them with the ſubordinate & rela- 
tiveWWorſhip,which they ſaid belonged to them.Now when in the Anſwer he 
faith, That inworſhipingGod,they worſhip'd all that was to be worſhip d;he utter- 
ly deſtroies any ſuchKelatzve Worſhip,which may be given to InfertorSpirits. 
For we are to conſider, that the Heathens themſelves did not give the 
ſame kind of Adoration to their Heroes, and Irferiour Deztes, which the 
did to him whom they accounted Sxpreme. And, ſetting aide the diffe- 
rence of the object, I can find no poflible difference between the Invoca- 
tion of Saints inthe Church of Rome, and that of D4mons among the Hea- 
thens. And althoug Be//armir hath taken the greateſt pains to clear the 
b:Uarm. de - "7 wg Yo ORR 
©axct beatityd, NALUre Of that Worſhip, which 1s given to Sazrts; yet, upon a thorow 
!.1.c.122 Cexamination of it, we ſhall find that all his pleas would have held 
as well for the Worſhip of Demons in the Platoniſts ſenſe of them, 
as they do for the worſhip of Saints among Chriſtians, Three things he 
tells us Adoration conſiſts in, An AG of Underſtanding apprehending ſome 
excellency ; An Ad of the Will, whereby we are inwardly inclined to do 
ſomething by an internal, or external act, by which we declare our ſenſe 
of that exce//ency, and our ſubjection to it 3 and laſtly, An external Ad, 
in which we bow or kneel, or ſhew ſome outward ſign of fubjection. Now 
of theſe three he ſaith, the ſecond is moſt proper and eſſential, becauſe the 
firſt may be without Adoration, and the laſt with Irriſcon of that we pre- 
tend to worſhip. Further he obſerves that there are ſo many ſorts of Ado- 
ration or Worſhip, as there are degrees of excel/ency, of which he reckons 
three kinds, Divine, Humane,and between both,as the Grace and Glory of the 
Saints: and that theſe ſeveral ſorts of Worſhip, according to thele ſeveral 
excellencics, are not ##ivecal, but analogical : and that they may be very 
well diſtinguiſhed by the Internal Acts, for the inclination of the will 1s 
greater orlels, according to the degree of excel/ency apprehended in the 
object. Bur as to the External Ads, it is nor catie to diſtinguiſh them; for, 
almoſt all External As, (ſacrifice only, and the things reterring to it - 
cepted) 
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cepted) are common to all kinds of Adoration, This is the ſubſtance of 
what he hath, for explaining the nature of Divine Worſhip : And by which 
[ cannot poſibly ſee, but that kind of Worſhip which was given by the Hea- 
thens totheir Demons, was defenſible upon the fame grounds that the 
Invocations of $aints isnow. For as thelc apprehend a greater excellency 441 td 
1n God, than in the Saints; fo did they inthe Supreme God, than in thole 
Iaferionr Deities ; which they did not acknowledge to have an Infinite 

Natare in themſelves, but only that they had the hozonr of being folemn- 

ly worſhipped beſtowed upon them. But this will be much clearer m the 

caſe of the Heroes, or the Apotheoſes of the Roman Emperonrs, as Angiſtus 

for inſtance. The Roman Senate decrees, that Divine Horonrs ſhall be 

given to Augyſtzs : we cannot think, that by virtue of this decree he afli;- 

med a Divine Nature, or became abſolutely God, fo that the 4@ of the 
Underſtanding was of the ſame nature, which it would have been, ſuppo- 

ſing ſome Koman-Catholick ſhould believe Augaſt#s to have been a Saint : 

on which ſuppofition, we will ſuppoſe a Heather and hizz to be at their 

prayers together to tim. I pray now tell me, Wherein lyes the difference; 

that one is Zdolatry, and the other js nqt : for neither of them ſuppoſe him 

to be the Supreme God, both look on him as having a middle kind of ex- 

cellency between God and man, the external ations are the ſame in both, 

and their apprehenfions of excellency being equal, the znclinations of their 

Wills to te(tifie their devotion muſt be equal too. It you anſwer me, that 

one looks on him as a $airt, and the other doth not; I may ſoontell you, 

that is nothing to the purpoſe ; for, the Queſtion is not, Whether he was 

a Saint or no, but, Whether the apprehenſron of a middle excellency be- 

tween Divine and Humane, with a correſpondent inclination of the #//, 

teſtified by external as of Adoration be 1dolatry or no? If it be 1dola- 

try inthe one, it muſt be in the other ; for the ratzo formalis is the ſame in 

both, viz. the apprehenſion of an exceliency between Divine and Humane : 

for we are not enquiring, Whether the apprehenſion be true or falſe, bur, 

What the nature of that a& of Relzgzon is, which is —_— upon ſuch 

an apprehenſion, Now if it were not 1dolatry in hi at believed Au- 

guſts to be a Saint, and worſhipped him; How can it be made appear to 

be ſo in him, that believed him deifttd, or that Divire Homonrs did belong 

to him? Andifthis be granted 3 for my part, I cannot tell how you can 

excule the Primitive Chriſtians, that would rather ſuffer AMartyrdorr, 

than worſhip the Heather Empgronrs; for, although they all thought it 

Holatry, yet upon theſe principles it could not be fo; but the worſt that 

could be made of it, was this, That the Serate took that uponit, which it 

had nothing to do with, becauſe it belonged to the Pope to Canonize men, 

and not to the Roman Senate. For, let me put it ſeriouſly to you, Whether 

you do not attribute the very fame kind of authority to the Pope now, 

which the Roman Senate challenged in the Sas, of the Roman Empe- 

rours 2 For, whoſoever will compare the rites of Canonization in Bel/armin De Santi, bet. 
with the ancient rites of the «mar, will find them exactly anſwering to 4167+ 
each other. For, 1. They are put in a Catalogne of Saints, and muſt be 

owned by all for ſuch. 2. Invocantur in publicis Eccleſie precibus, They are 

prayed to in the publick prayers of the Church, 3. Temples and Altars for their 

ſake, are dedicated to God. 4. The ſacrifices of the Euchariſt, of prayers, and 

praiſes, are publickly offered to God for their honour; and then follow their 

Feſtivals, Images, Relicks, &c. What was there more done then, that 

publick Divine Hovours were made to the Deified Emperonrs;, not that 
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theſe Honours were wholly terminated upon them, but they thought the 
giving of this relative Honoxr to them, did redound to the greater Honour 
of the Supreme Deity ? So that we lee, a new object of Divine Worſhip js 
ſolemnly appointed, upon the Popes Canonizing a Saint ;, and nopretence 
can be made toexcuſe this from 7dolatry, which would not have excuſed 
all thoſe Heather from it, who believed there was one Swprexmre Deity, and 
yet allowed Divine Honours to be given to ſuch Spirits which were im- 
ployed by him, or attended on him. So that if the notion of 1dolatry mult 
only lye in ſuch an a& ofthe WP, which reſults from an apprehenſion of 
infinite excellency, which is only in the Suprezze Being; very tew, if any, ct 
the more inte//igent Heathens were cver guilty of it. But if the forma] 
reaſon of their 1dolatry lay in offering up thoſe devotzons to that which wa 
ot God, which only belong to an 1finite Being; I ſee nut, but the ſame 
charge will hold on the ſame grounds, againſt thoſe who Invocate Saints 
with thoſe external as of devotion, which are confelled to be the ſame 
with thoſe wherewitk wecall on God. But nothing can be more unrea- 
ſonable, than that Be{/armin thould except Sacrifices, and things belonging 
thereto, from being common to the firſt and ſecond tort of Adoration, anc 
not except 1vocation, For,[s it poſſible to conceive any act which doth 
more expreſs our ſenſe of an Infinite Excellency , and the profeſſion of our 
ſubjeFion to it, than Invocation doth ? which doth it far more than $acri- 
fice doth; for that being a meer external act, is confiſtent with the grea- 
teſt mockery of God; but ſolemn Invocation implies in 1ts own nature our 
dependence upon God, and an acknowledgement of his 1yfinite Knowledge 
and Power. For Invocation yes chictly in the internal a&s, and denotes 
primarily the inward deſire of obtaining ſomething from a Being above our 
own : So that, though I ſhould grant the mcer external as of bowing and 
kneeling to be common to Adoration given to infinite and finite perfettions ; 
yet I utterly deny that theſe aJs are common to both, when the circum- 
{tances do determine the ed and delign of them. As no man by the meer 
bowing of Abrahggs to the Children of Heth could tell, whether it were ci- 
- vil or divine AdoMyor which he meant 3 but none who underſtood al! 
the circumſtances of it, would have any realon to queſtion it. But, ſup- 
poſe it had been declared before, that thele men expected a more than 
civil Adoration, and that all the rites of ſolemn 1-vocation which Abrahant 
at any time uſed to God, mult be uſed to themtoo ; then the ſame exter- 
nal as muſt have reccived a new denomination. So that though the 
meer external as be common to civil and religiows Worſhip, yet as thoſe 
ads are conſidered with their ſeveral circumſtances, they are appropriated 
to one Or the other of them. Thus, though a man may uſe the ſame form 
of words to an Emperour on his Throne, and the ſame external poſture, 
which he doth uſe after his death in a 7-»ple conſecrated to him yet in 
the one they are mcerly ſigns of Civil Worſhip, but in the other they bc- 
come Teſtimonies of Religions Adoration, So, although in the Invocation 
of Saints, no other words were uſed, but ſuch as denote them to be Crea- 
tares ſtill, yet ifthey be uſed with all the rites of folemn Imvocation; in pla- 
ccs appropriate to Divine Worſhip, and in Sacred Offices, they thereby de- 
clare the Adoration intended to be greater than any meer creature 1s c:- 
pable of, For we mult conſider, that as God is owned to be Infinite in 
himſelf, and to have incommunicable perfeCtions, ſo by reaſon ut then! 
there ought to be ſome appropriated acts or ſigns of Worſhip, to declare 
our lubjection to kim; whictbeing determined for this end, either by the 
% Lum 
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Law of God, or the conſent of people, the attributing of them to any elle 
but him, is a publick vio/ation of his honowr. Although in ſo doing, men 
protels that they intend them only as: expreſſions of a lower kind of 
IVorſhip than is due to the Supreme Being. But in ſuch cafes the proteſtation 
avails not, where the fact is evident to the contrary. For when men in 
the moſt ſolemn manner,in publick places of devotion, and in ſacred offices, 
do invocate Saints, and yet think they diſhonour not God by it, becauſe 
they lay, they do not worſhip them as God ; it is juſt as if a man ſhould 

upon all occaſions, in the Preſence-Chamber, addreſs himſelf to one of the 

King's lubjedts as to the Kizg himlelt; and being queſtioned for it, ſhould 

only ſay, he did not diſhoncur the K3zg by it, becaule he meant it not to 

him as a King, but as a SwbjeF. But by ſo much is the diſhononr greater 
becauſe the Soverargnity of the King doth require that the rights of 144- 
Jeſty ſhould not be given to any S»bje# whatfoever. So that it is but a 

vainpretence, when men ule all the expreſſions whereby we declare our 

ſcnſe of the Inirite FerfeFions which are in God, to any Creatures, to ſay, 

They give them not that Worſhip which belongs to God, mecrly becauſe they 
do believe they are Creatures (till. But, Is it poſſible tor men to give the 

honour which is due to God, to the Creatures, o&-þ; acknowledging them 
to be Creatures (till? or, Is it not ? If not, then none of the Meathers could 

be guilty of 1dolatry, in worlhipping Demons, Heroes, and Deified Empe- 

roars ; 1t it be poſtible, then the acknowledging the Sairts not tobe God, 

cannot excuſe men from the ſame kind of 7dolatry, in the Invocation of 
them. And it is as frivolous a plea which is made tor thoſe forms of 1-v0- 

cation which are made to the $azts in plain terms, not to intercede with 
* God for them, but to beſtow upon them both temporal and ſpiritual Bleſ- 
ſings (of which multitudes have been produced by our Writers) viz. That 

though the form of words be the ſame that is uſed to God, yet the ſenſe is wholly 
that they would pray to God to beſtow them. For, How ſhould any other 

ſenle be under{tood, when thele forms are allowed in Invocation © For, 
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although the Scriptare may ſometimes attribute the efiect to the ſubordi- - 


nate Inſtrument, as when S. Pax is laid to ſave ſome, yet certainly the Scri- 
pture 1s far from allowing ſuch a liberty in ſolemn Invocation: For upon 
this ground it might have been lawful tor men to have fallen down upon 
their knees to St. Paxl, and have intreated him to fave them. Do you 
think, St. Paul would have approved ſuch phraſes in Invocation ? 
So that it is not the meer phraſe, but as it is joyncd with all rites of I- 
vecation, which makes it look 1o like the moſt groſs Tdolatry. When you 
pray tothe Virgin Mary, to protett you ſrom your enemies, and receive you 
in the hour of death; and to the Apoſtles, to heal your ſpiritual maladies,which 
forms are acknowledged by Bel/armin; Can any realonable man think, 
that the meaning of them only is, that they would pray to God to do theſe 
things for them. If one ſhould bring his Petitzon to a Courtier tor his Par- 
don, and inplain terms beg that of him which the K77g only can grant 
What man that had his wits about him, would ever imagine that he only 
meant by it, that he would cntreat the Kizg to doit for him. But God 1s 
more jealous of his honour, than to be put off by ſuch Mockeries as thele 
are - Nay, when your great men at the end of their moſt elaborate works 
conclude with a La#sDeo &beati[ſrr4 Virgini,W hat can be meant by 1t,but 
the attributing an hozowr of the lame kind to the one as the other ? And 
when prayers are made to Saints, that through their wzerits they 
would do ſuch things for them, it is hard conceiving the meaning 

Gggeg {hould 


Bll. de Fans 
beat. lx. C17. 


598 
4 f | ſhould only be, that they would pray to'God for them. Nay, ſome have 
expreſ]y ſaid, That God hath communicated that which of right belonged to 
him becauſe of his divinity and onmipotency,to the bleſſed Virgin, theSaints, 


Pl , : 


Of the Errours of pretended Part III. 


and that which is more wonderful to their Images too. So Gulielmus Fabrj. 
cis in his appropriation of Lipſius his Diva Virgo Hallenſis, which it is 
thought by ſome that Lipſms only writ in imitation of ſome Heather God.- 
def; which may be a very probable account of that otherwiſe yery un- 
happy undertaking of that learned Man. And as one faid of the Per: he 

offered tothe Virgiz, Nothing could be lighter, unleſs 


Poſt Tacitum exactumsconſummatoſq; labores Tt were the B ook he wrote with it, But that profeſied 


Pennam Lipſiades banc tibi, Diva, dicat. 
Ni potuit penn levins tibi Diva dicare, 
N; f@rit levins quod t;bi ſcribit opus. 
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Critick underſtood well enough the exa(tneſs of the 
parallel of the Worſhip of the Virgin Mary, with that 
of the Heathen Goddeſſes ; and therefore very ſuitably 
calls her Tutelaris Diva, by which his meaning might be guelled at, as 
Plats's was, by his uſing the name of God, or Gods, But however that 
be, we arefure the parallel is ſo great between the worſhip of Saints in 
the Church of Rome, and that of Heroes and Demons amongſt the Hea- 
thens, that if one be juſtified, the other cannct be condemned, and if one 
be condemned, the other cannot be juſtified. So that from hence it fol- 
lows, that the arguments uſed by the Primitive Chriſtians againſt that 
Worſhip, will hold againſt Invocation of Saznts ; iſe the Heathens 

leaded not for an abſolute and ſoveraign Worſhip of them, but only ſuch a 
kind of relative and ſubordinate Worſhip, as you protels to be due to 
Saints, Thus much may ſufhce to clear the notion of Worſhip in the 
Primitive Church, and to ſhew, how far that was from approving your 
Dodrine of the Invocation of Saints. 

The next Argument I intended to have inſiſted on, ſhould have been 
the proving the Divinity of Chrift from the Invocation of him, as Athanaſius 
and ſeyeral others do ; which could fignifie nothing, it I2vocation were 
then allowed to Saints. But this hath been ſo amply managed by others, 
and the ſenſe of the Church having been ſufficiently diſcovered by our 
precedeut diſcourſe ; I thall not need to inliſt any more on thoſe foregoing 
times, but now come to that age of the Chxrch, wherein the honour of the 
Martyrs ſeems to be advanced higher upon the ceafing of perſecution. But 
ſtill his Lordſhip ſaith, That the Church ther admitted not of the Invocation 
of Saints, but only of the Commemoration of the Martyrs, as appears clearly in 
S. Auguſtine, who ſaith, Although they be at the Sacrifice named in their or- 
der, non tamen a Sacerdote qui facriticat invocantur - they are not ivoked 
by the Prieſt who ſacrifices. Now to this you anſwer, The Father's meaning 
zs, that the Saints departed are not invocated, or call'd _-__ by way of Sacri- 
fice, i.e. as perſons to whom the Sacrifice is offered; which .you ſay, is a work 
of Religion due to God only: and this you prove was all that S. Auſtin 
meant, becauſe in other places of his works, where he teaches, that not only 
Commemoration is made of the Saints departed in time of Sacrifice, but that 
it is done to this particular intent and purpoſe, viz. that they would pray for 
us , which doubtleſs amounts to avirtual Invocation of them. And for this 
you produce ſeveral paſſages out of his works. Two things therefore muſt 
be enquired into. 1. What the meaning of S. Auſtin is , when he faith, 
That the Saints are not invocated at theſacrifice. 2. What his meaning is, in 
thoſe __ wherein he allows of that you call YVirtnal Invocation, viz. 
that the Saints would pray for ns. 1. We are to enquire, What S. Auſtin's 
meaning is, When he laith, That the Sazzts are not invocated at the "re 
erifice ; 
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crifice 5 meaning no other, ({ay you) but the Sacrifice of the Maſs, which yott 
hope the Reader will mark for S. Auſtin's ſake wherein you betray moſt 

egregious 1gnorance or fraud, if you either ſuppoſe the Clriſtians called 

nothing elſe a Sacrifice at that time, but what yon now call the Aaſs, or 

that they did it in the ſame reſpect that you do now, A Sacrifice of Prayer 

and Praiſe indeed they had, and a Commemoration of Chrifls Sacrifice in 

the Lords Swpper, but no ſuch thing as a propitiatory $ acrifice for the living 

and the dead; and 1 pray mark this tor your own fake. But tor our better 
underſtanding S. Auſtin's meaning, we mult conſider that he is there 
comparing the honours which the Heathens gave to: their Heroes, with 

tho. which the Chriſtians give to the Martyrs, They, faith he, to thoſe 

Gods of theirs, build Temples, ere Altars, appoiut Prieſts, and offer Sacri- 
fices;, but we do not Luild any Temples to the Martyrs as to gods, but raiſe 

Sepulchres as to dead men, whoſe ſpirits live with God, neither do we build 

Altars, at which we may ſacrifice to the Martyrs, but we offer up a Sacrifice on- 

ly to the God of the Martyrs, and of us ; at which Sacrifice, ſaith he, as holy 

men of God, who through their confeſſion of hizt have overcome the world , 

they are named in their place and order, but are not invocated by the Prieſt, 

who offers up the Sacrifice. Two things may here be underſtood by the 

Sacrifice, enther the anniverſary Sacrifice of praiſe to God, on the day of their 

Natalitia or Martyrdoms ;, or elſe the celebration of the Euchariſt, which 

was wont to be done at the wemorit Martyrum chietly upon that anniver- 

ſary day. Now there are many reaſons to incline me to think that S. Auſt: 

doth not ſpeak of any ordinary celebration of the Exchariſt,but of that an- 

niverſary ſolemnity, which was wont-to be kept at the tombs of the Xar- 

tyrs on the day of their ſufferings, Chietly becaule S. Auſtin is here paral- 

leling the honours of the Martyrs, with thole of the Heathen Heroes ;, and 

therefore it was reaſon he ſhould ſpeak of the greatel(t ſolemmities which 

were uſed for them. Now it is certain that there were ſuch anniverſary 

dazesthen kept (by many patlages of thoſe times, and ſomewhat betore 

them) eſpecially in the Africa Churches; and at theſe they offered up 

ſolemn prayers and praiſes to God. Both which are clcar from this paſlage 

of S. Cyprian, Sacrificia pro iis ſemper ut meminiſtis offerimus, quoties Mar- Cpriantp.z4, 
tyrum palſiones & dies anniverſaris Commemoratione celebramns : Where Pe 13s 

we find an auniverſary Commemoration and Sacrifices ottered at them. What 

thele Sacrifices were, Rigaltivs in his Obſervations on that place tells us 5 

Chriſtiani, ſaith he,ſacris anniverſariis, laudes Deo dicunt, commenoratis Riga! ob/. ad 
eorun nominibus qui pro fide Chriſlo dicta Martyrium fortiter obierunt. So ©0"ias. p. 5% 
that the Sacrifice was a Sacrifice of praiſe to God 1n behalt of the 1ſar- 

tzrs. At which they had their Oratzonum Sacrificia too, as Tertullian calls 

them, who faith, Under the Goſpel the pure Sarrificets Prayer to God ;, and SINUS 
that the ſinner being cleanſed, onght to offer to God, munus apud Templum, cenle3-pe99. 
orationem ſci, & gratiarum actionem apud Eccletiam per Jelum Chriſtum. * 4-p- $93, 
Catholicum Patris Sacerdotem, a Sacrifice in his Temple, viz. prayer and p was. md 
praiſe in his Church through Jeſus Chriſt the Catholick, High Prieſt of his Fa- Rigalt, o 
ther. Hence S.Cyprian. Quando in Sacrificiis precens cum pluribus facimas, 

which Zigaltivs explains by the publick prayers, which the Prieſt made for cyp;. ep.15, 
the people, and underſtands it wholly of the Sacrijices of prayers, So that 

theſe ſolemn thankſgivings to God in behalt of che Adartyrs, and the * 

prayers which were made tor others, are thoſe Sacrifices which did belong _ 

to theſe anniverſary ſolemnities, Colationes pro defunct is, pro natalitiis an- _— = CH 
uk dic facimus, Thoſe cblaticnes pro natatitizs, were nothing elle but «., 
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theſe ſolemn Euchariſtical Sacrifices in behalf of the Martyrs ſufſerines 
which were called their Natalitza. Now to apply this to S. Auſtin : among 
the honours belonging to the Martyrs, he mentions the Sacrifice which was 
oftered to God in Commemoration of them; and, What can this be other 
than on that anniverſary ſolemnity which Tertullian and Cyprian mention, 
that was duly kept on that account. Now at this Sacrifice, faith he, they 
are named in their order, but not invocated. Which being underſtood of 
the anniverſary day, and of the Sacrifices of prayers and praiſes, nothing 
can be more exprels againſt Invocation of Saints, than this place is. For, 
if ever they were ſolemnly i#vocated, it certainly would be on the day of 
the great ſolemnity for them; and if then all prayers and praiſes were 
looked on as due only to God, as Sacrifices belonging to him, then it can- 
not but be a robbing God of his honoxr, to offer up cither prayers or prai- 
ſes to any but himſelf. But, becauſe it was the cuſtom at thoſe folemni- 
ties, to have the Excharift adminiſtred, and that S. Anſtiz afterwards 
mentions this, I ſhalt not exclude the Exchariſt here, yet that 8acrifice 
may ſtill comprehend all the ſapplications which were then uled ; and if 
the Saints were not invocated then, we have reaſon to conclude they were 
notatall. For the Commemoration of the Martyrs was made after the 
Tte, miſſa eſt, and the Catechumens were departed ; ſo that there was no 
ſuch occaſion for their Invocation at any other time , as then. $o that 
if there were no 1mvocation of them at the Sacrifice, much leſs was 
there out of it; fince all the ſolexrnities concerning the Martyrs were 
uſed in the time of Celebration. Thus we ſee , this place of S. Auſtin 
is full and clear againſt Invocation of Saints, and we muſt now en- 
quire into what he faith elſewhere. Only we take notice here, that 
S. Auſtin not only appropriates Sacrifices as a thing peculiarto God, but 
Temples and Altars too. And that Sacrifice which was then appropria- 
ted to God, was not apropitiatory Sacrifice, but Euchariſtical and ſupplica- 
tory; and by conſequence, if Sacrifice only belongs to God, then all 
Thank ſgiving and Invocation doth too. For both thoſe, we ſee, were 
comprehended by the African Fathers under the notion of Sacri- 
fice, 

We proceed now to enquire, what S. Aſtin: ſaith elſewhere; Whether 
he doth any where elſe allow Invocation as due to Saints? For which we 
muſt conſider, that St. Auſtin every where appropriates all acts of RKel;- 

gion only to God ;, for he expreſly ſaith , That we 
muſt only ask of God that good which we' hope to do, 
that God alone muſt be ſerved by the ſoul, becauſe he 
alone is the Creatour of it * and that every glorified 
rational creature, is ozly to be loved and imitated; that 
we ought not to apply our Religion to yield ſervice to the 
dead: that they mmſt be honoured for imitation, not 
worſhipped for Religion. That Religion is nothing elſe 
but the Worſhip of God, and therefore we ought not to 
conſecrate our ſelves to ang thing elſe, by any Religions rites, That thoſe who 
have gone to Angels, inſtead of God, have fallen into many illuſions, and de- 
ceitful fancies. Now is it conceivable, that a perſon conſtant to himſclf, 
ſhould ſo often, and on ſuch good grounds aflert, that all As of Religion 
belong only to God, and yet withall aſcribe religious Invocation as due 
either to Saints or Angels > But we mult further confider, that the 
ground of S, Auſtin's diftinguiſhing between Axrerix and Aurein, was _ 
alert 
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aſſert different degrees of religious worſhip, but to make different kind: 

of worſhip of thoſe twoz the one being properly re/ig:ovs worſhip, the other 

only cultus dileFionis && ſocietatis, as he calls it, a worſhip only of love and 

reſpeF. So that we quarrel not with the diſtinction it ſelf, but with your 
milapplying it. For St. Auſtin plainly makes the 

honour given to Saints departed,to be of the ſame nature Colimz ergo Martyres es cultu dileftionis Ev 
with that which is given them, while they live: all the = mark On Fat apr rn 

- : : 198; . . m. 1.20 C21. 

__ is, faith he, we may render that honour to 
them with the more confidence, after they have over come. But ſtill adds, 

That all religions worſhip is proper only to God, The only difficulty then is, 

What is to beunderſtood by thoſe other paſſages you produce out of him. 

And this we have gained already, that they cannot be underſtood of any 

religious worſhip, without an apparent contradiction. Your firſt Citation 

is, That the commemoration of Martyrs at the Holy Table, is not that we Tia. 84.in 
ſhould pray for them , but rather that they ſhould pray for #s. To the - bis Ap. 
ſame purpoſe the ſecond is, That it is an injury to pray for a Martyr, to ſem.vn. (u!) 
whoſe prayers we our ſelves ought to be recommended. The only things 34 

which can be drawn from hence are, that the Xartyrs do pray for the 
Church on earth, and that we ought to recommend our ſelves to their 
prayers: But what is this to an Invocation of them, whenit doth not 
ſo much as imply a direct defire of them to pray for us > When this re- 
commending our ſelves to the prayers of the Martyrs, is probably under- 
ſtood of nothing elſe, but a dehre that God would hear the prayers which 
the Saints in Heaven do make on our behalf, without any addreſs to the 
Martyrs themſelves, that they would pray for us. Which ſeems very un- 
yeaſonable, without good aſſurance that they did hear or underſtand thoſe 
requeſts of that nature which are made to them. It is not therefore the 
laying that the Saints do pray for ws, which makes 1t either /awful or pro- 
fitable for us to pray to them. For fince they aſcribe that hononr as alone 
due to God, ſo ought we todo too and I can hardly fee how the very 
praying to Saints to pray for us, being performed with all the rites of 
ſolemn and Religions Invocation, can be cxcufed from attributing that ho- 
20ur to the creature which is due only to the Creatoxrr. And therefore I 
cannot but wonder at thoſe who would make this only of the fame nature, 
with our deſiring Fe/ow-Chriſtians to pray for us. For is there no differ- 
ence between a mans intreating a Conrtier to preſent his Petition to the 
King, and his falling down on his Kzees to him with all the ceremony due 
to the King himſelf; and then pur it off, with ſaying, that in all that, he 
only deſired him to ſue to his 2/ajeſty in his behalt > Although therefore 
we condemn not the ſolemn praying to'God, not only to hear the prayers 
of the Church Militant, but of that part of it which is trinmphant in behalf 
of the other in Gereratl; yet this falls far ſhort of ſolemn addreſſes in places 
of Divine worſhip, and in Sacred offices to the Saints, that they would 
pray for us. This is it, which as to that you call virtzal Invocation, you 
ſhould have proved out of St. Auſtin; and yet even that falls much ſhort 
of that dire and formal Invocation which is both uſed and allowed in the 
Church of Rome, But you offer at a further proof of a direct Ora pro nobis 
in St, Auſtin. For (tay you) $t. Auſtin doth profeſs it to be the Gemeral y, (1,1. Dii. 
cuſtom of Chriſtians in their recommending themſelves to the Saints, to ſay, l, v1.6. 37s 
Memor eſto noſtrt 5 which ſurely no man will rontend to ſugnifie leſs than 
ora pro nobis. I grant, it ignihes as much where St. Auſtiv uſes it ; but 
if you had conſulted the place you might calily have ſeen how wholly im- 
pertinent 
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pertinent it 1s to your purpole. For St. Anſtin {peaks not at all there c£ 
Saints departed, but of them [wing 3 and that 1t was a common thing 
among Chriſtzans to ſay to any one of them emor eſto 2c, Remember me 
in your prayers 3 which appears by the whole ſcope of that Chapter, where 
he ſpeaks of giving als, and the effect of them on thoſe who received 
them in making them mindful of them. It cannot be denyed, but ſome of 
them did uſe ſuch exprefſions to thoſe who were near their Aartyrdoy ; 
but ſtill this only ſhews the requeſting it of them, when they were ſure 
they heard them ; but it proves not any ſolemn vocations of them 

when they were dead. But if we ſhould grant, that there are expreflions 
intimating a deſire that $4ints in Heaven thould pray for them, which jg 

the utmoſt you can make of the citation out of the Sermon on St. Stephey 

(which with the reſt de Sand#is is vehemently ſuſpected, and the other on 

Job is counterfeit) yet there 15a great dcal of ditlerence to be put be- 

tween ſuch a calling upon Martyrs (of whom only St. Auſtin ſpeaks) our 

of a delire of their prayers; and a folemn and direct praying to them in 

the moſt Sacred offices and publick devotions ; which is uſed and approved 

in your Church, For whatever there might be of private devotion (not 

to call it ſaperſtition ) this way In St. Auſtins time, 1n deliring the prayers 

of departed Saints whom they could have no ground at all to believe they 

heard them 3 yet you can bring no evidence of any »ſe cf this inthe pub- 

lick offices of the Church, much lcls of that direct Invocation, which we 

moſt of all charge your Church with. hat then which began in meer Eypo- 

thetical addreſſes, went ſomewhat further, when they began to grow 

more confident that in ſome extraordinary way or other the Saints _" 
them 3 but ſtill this kept it ſelf within the bounds of the cults dileTZionjs 

&- ſocietatis, that reſþeF which aroſe from Love and Communion ;, but it 

was a good while atter before it obtained a place in the publick Offices, 

and yet longer, before it came to that height of Religious Invocation, 

which is more practiſed then pleaded for in the Church of Rome, For 

although great endeavours be uſed to ſmooth over theſe groſs abuſes with 

fair diſtinctions,of relative and abſolute, direlt and indired worjhip ; yet the 

general practiſe is uncapable of being pa/zated by thele narrow coverings, 

there being the moſt formal and diret? Invocations uled to Saints tor ipi- 

ritual and temporal bleſſings. Which being allowed of in common pra- 

ctiſc and the moſt ſacred Offices, can never be excuſed from as great 1dola- 

try as the Heathens were guilty of, in the worlhip of their Inferiour Deities. 

I conclude this therefore with that of Spalatenſes, Religious Invocation of 
Saints 1s Heatheniſm and mecr civil Invocation of ther, though not lo bad 
is yet dangerous. And therefore Wicelizs juſtly ſaith, That the Invocation 
of Saints, is to be caſt out of the Church, becauje it aſcribes Gods honour and 
attributes to his creatures, and derogates froz the office and glory of Chriit by 
making Saints, Mediatours and Interceſſonrs, 

Which is that we now come to conlider. For, as his Lordſhip faith, 
IWhen the Church prayed to God for any thing. ſhe deſired to be heard for the 
mercics and the zacrits of Christ, not for the merits of any Saints whatſoever, 
For I much doubt.this were to make tie Saints more then Mediatours of In- 
terceſſion which is all that you will acknowledge you allow to the Saints. For 
Tpray. 1s not by the alerits more then by the Interceſſion £ Did not Chriſt re- 
deem ws by his merits £ And if God muſt hear our prayers for the merits of 
the Saints, how munch fall they ſhort of fharers in the mediation of Redempti- 
one Snch proyers as theſe the Church of Rome makes at this day, and they 
ſtand 
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ſtand (not without great ſcandal to Chriſt and Chriſtianity ) uſed and autho- 
rized to bewſed in the Miſſal. To this you Anlwer in two things. 1. That p, g,, 
fuch prayers as theſe, are uſed in Scripture. 2. That they are no ; <heFen to 

the merits of Chriſt. For the firſt, you fay, Solomon, Plal. 132. pray's to 
God to bear him,n efſe@ for the merits of his Father David deceaſed, at he 
ſaith, Memento, Domine, David & omnis manſuetudinis ejus, Lord re- 

member David and all his meekneſs, &c. This (you lay) cannot be under- 

cod of Gods Covenant and promiſe made to David ( as Proteſtants vainly 

pretend) but of Davids piety and vertue by which he was acceptable to God. 

For which reaſon he adds again, For thy ſervant Davids ſake turn not away 

the face of thine Anointed. The like was done by Daniel, Moſes, Hieremias 

and other Prophets praying unto God, and deſiring their petitions might be 

heard for Abraham, for Iſaac, for Iſraels ſake, and for the ſakes of other Holy 

men, who had lived before, and been in their times perſons acceptable to God, 

And for this you quote St. «ar and Chryſoſtome, So far you have very 

fairly rendred Belarmin exactly in Engliſh. But weare yet toſeek, Why pe Sarft. bee- 
all thoſe expreſſions in Scriptare are not to be underſtood of the Covenant 1444.1 619. 
and Promiſe God made with thoſe perſons who are mentioned by you. 

For it is conſiderable, that you inſtance in none but ſuch whom Cid) had 

made an expreſs Covenant with, as with the Patriarchs, and with David, 

But ſince you ſay, That this Anſwer hath not the leaſt ground from the Text, 

therein you out-do BeZarmin, and ſpeak that which the Text evidently 
contradidts you in. For T/al. 132. 11. next after thoſe very words, For 

thy ſervant David's ſake ; it follows, The Lord hath ſworn in truth unto Da- 

vid; and, in the following verſe, The Covenant God made with David is 
mentioned. If thy Children will keep my Covenant and my Teſtimony that I 

ſhall teach them, their Children alſo ſhall ſit upon thy throne for evermore, You 

had then much conſulted the Text when you ſay, This expoſition had not | 

the leaſt ground from it ; tor that ſpeaks expreſly of the Promiſe and Cove- 

rant which God made with David. And what you add to the text, of 
Davidspety and vertue, we may more juſtly ſay, hath not the leaſt ground , 

from it. For the word doth not fignifie meekreſf but aff/ifFion, and there- 

fore Aquila renders it wugiz, Symmachys wwws, and ſome old Copies 

mwendnur, all referring not to Davids merits, but to his ſufferings. And 

it is not improbably conceived by ſome, that this Pſalz2 is not of Solomons 

penning, but of Davids ; and that at the time when the Ark was tobe 

brought back from the Houſe of Qbed Edom to Hiernſalem. And in all 

thoſe other places of Scripture mention'd, referring to Abraham, 7/zac, 

and Jacob ;, the Scripture is very plain, that they are to be underſtoud of 

the Covenant God made with them : As appears by the ny words of Mo- 

ſes, Remember Abraham, Iſaac, and Iſrael thy ſervants, to whom thou _ IE | 
by thine own ſelf, &c. And God himlelf ſpeaks often of his remembring his 1, 16.44, 
Covenant which be made with Abraham, Ifaac,and Jacob; and that is the 45- 
ground why the Prophets afterwards plead the remembrance of thoſe per- 

ſons, becauſe the Covenant made with them was the foundation of all thoſe 

bleſlings which the Children of Trae! expected afterwards. The utmoſt * 

that can be made of St. Aug»ſtins teſtimony is, That God may ſometimes ug: in Exod. 
ſhew favonr to a people that hath deſerved ill at his hands for the ſake of ſuch 2909. 

as pray for them: as hedid tothe people of Iſrael for the ſake of Moſes. 

And all that St. Chryſoſtom ſaith, is, That God may ſhew mercy to wicked men Chyſoft. hom. 
for the ſake of their righteous Anceſtours who gre dead, But this is no more #- wry 
then he hath promiſed, That he will ſhew mercy to them that love him 1, 
to 
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to the third and fourth Generation. But there is a great deal of differ- 
ence to be made between the expreſſions of Gods bounty and the Founda- 
tion of our prayers 3 which ought to be only a promiſe of God, And in 
this caſe we deny it not to be lawful, to pray that God would remember 
his promiſe : but that 1s a quite difterent thing from praying that we may 
receive bleſſings through the merits of the Saizts in Heaven. So that 
it cannot be hence concluded, that 'tis no unwarrantable thing to pray 
that God would hear us for the wzerits of the Sarrts. 

6. 25. But this will be further explained now we come to ſee, how you vin- 
; dicate this from being any derogation to the merits of Chriff, We believe, 
P. 293, fay you, and confeſs that Chriit alone is our Redeemer : and that he, and 
none but he,by the juit price of his mot precious blood, hath paid our ranſome, 
and fully ſatisfied the juſtice of God for our ſins: all that we deſire of the $aints, 
either when we mention their merits to God, or ſimply beg their Inter: elſron 
with God for us, is only, that they would joyn with us in prayer to God, and 
that God would be pleaſed for their fakes, whoſe works were ſo grateful to him, 
to beflow on us the favours we ack, When things are ſo odious 1nthe pra- 
iſe of them, that they caulc all perſons of any ingenuity among your 
ſelves to cry out upon them, then your Arts are, To let the ſame practiſes 
continue ſt1]], but to find out forac plautible pretext to colour them over 
with. As itis here in the buſinels of praying to Saints, and making them 
thereby to be Mediatours between God and us3 which implying fo great 
diſhonour to the all-ſufficiency of the Merits and Interceſſron of Chriif, 
you are fain to find out the faireſt excules you can make tor it, although 
the practiſes ſtill continue which overthrow all the diſtinctions you uſe, 
Thus it is plain, that dire& and formal prayers in your Church are made to 
Saints; but, you ſay, theſe are only to intreat them to pray for ws : You 
pray expreſly (as his Lordihip tells you?) That God by the merits and pray- 
ers of Saints would deliver you from the fire of Hell that you may obtain the 
glory of eternity by their merits 5 and that Ged would abſoloe you from your 
fins by their Trtercedivg merits : and yet for all this, you would have us be- 
* lieve, that you oflcr no derogation at all to the Merits and Interceſſion of 
Chriff, But is it not the great honour of Chrift that his Merits and 1n- 
terceſſion alone are all-ſufficient to procure all ſpiritual bleſſwmgs for us? 

And can any ſpiritual bleſſings be greater than deliverance trom hel] 
eternal glory, and the forgivenels of ſins ? And when you pray for all 
theſe through the 2/crits of the Saints, how can you poſlibly more dif- 
parage the all-ſufficiency of the Merits of Chriſt £ For, it thoſe be ſufficicnt 
what need any more? Will God grant that for the Merits of the' Saints, 
which he would not do for the 7zterceſſzon of Chriſt £ Or, do we want the 
Merits of the Saints to apply the Merits of Chrift ? but (ſtill ſomething 
of weakneſs and defect muſt be implyed in them, if ſome further additi- 
onal Merits be wanting for the application of the former. If a Prince 
ſhould declare to ſome of his Fathers Subjects, that he would fatisfie his 
_  Fathersdiſpleaſure, and intercede for them that they ſheuld have an abſo- 
» Iutepardon; Would it not arguea diſtruſt of the Prizces Intereſt to folli- 
cite lome Irferiour. Attendants to intreat the King to pardon them for their 
ſakes? And it is here a plain caſe , whatever you pretend, that you do 
not only pray that the Saints woald joyn in prayer to God with you, but 
you run to them for help and aſſiſtance, in order to the obtaining the 
greateſt ſpiritual bleſſings from God. For ſo the Conncil of Trent expreſly 
defines, That it is not only good and profitable to Invocate the Saints, but 
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ob bencficia impetranda a Deo per Chriſiunn a! eorr;y orationes, opens auxitt- 
1114, confugere 5 for the obtaining of ble jigs [#02 Gol through Chriſt, we 
ought to fly to their prayers , help and ajijt ance. If nothing clic were 
mcant, but only that the Saints {ould prav tor us, What means belp and 


aſſiftance mentioned as diſtinct from their prayers? And the Ronan Ca- / 
techiſm more fully delivers it (winch was publithcd by order of the Conm- * 


cil of Trent) viz, That Saints are not only to be. invod ated. becauie of their 
prayers 10 God, but becauſe God beftows many blcjjrngs on 75, con un mcrito 
& grat)a, by their merits and ſawonr ; and alicr acids. feogaly Wo Pecealorum 
Venta mpetrabunt.C conctliabint novis Doi gratiane ; Being asked, they will 
obtain the pardon of (11, and procure for us the fivour of God. \nd, What can 
be more ſaid concerning Chriſt himiclt 2 Although thorctore you lay never 
ſo much, that your prayers are mace to the $tints through the werits of Chrife, 
and that you conclude all your prayers.,per ChrijlunzDominun noſtrumsyet all 
this cannot clear you from olfcring the greatelt dithounour tothe zwerits and 
interce//zon of Chriſtfince it is plain you rcly on theo Sazts 2r27its, mn order 
to the obtaining the Bleſemgs you pray tor. But, lay you, If the Sarwts being 
rewarded in Heaven for their merits, be not injurious to the fulneſs of Chriſts 
merits. il iy ſhould their being heard by virtue of thoſe rvrits, when they pray 
to God for ws through Chriſt, Or OuY eeſare that they m5 be beard for thent 5 
be theught injurious to Chriſts merits * To which I anlwer, Thol: werits 
which you ſuppoſe in Saizts, when they are rewarded in Heaven, have 
cither an equal proportion with the reward they receive, or not ? It not, 
then they ceaſe to be mcrits, and the giving the reward, (though an act 
of Jaſtice, the Promile ſuppoſed) yet in it 1clt is wholly an act of Grace 
and Favour; if they have, then the full recompence 1s received by that 
reward, and nothing further can be obtained tor others on their account. 
But inthe ſcnle it is to be ſuſpected you take wzerits in, we as well allert, 
that the proportioning the reward'in Heaven to the aerits of Saints, 1s 
injurious to the falneſs of Chriſts merits, as thuir obtaining mcrcies for 
others by reaſon of them. Only this latter adds to the diſhonour, in 
that there 1s not only ſuppoſed a proportion between Heaven and them 
but,as though that were not enough, a further effzcacy is attributed to 
them, for obtaining wercies for others too. His Lordthip theretore does 
not go akout to pervert the ſenſe of the prayers uſed in your Miſſa! ;, but the 
plain words and fenle of them evidently thew, how contrary they are to 
Chriſtian Doctrine and Piety. Bel/armin's laying, that the. Saints may 
in ſome ſenſe be called our Redeemers, cannot be vindicated by that tay- 
ing of S. Paul, That he became all things to all men, that he might ſave forte; 
b cauſe /lvation reſpects the effe@ of Chriſts death, the promotmn of which 
may in tome ſenſe be attributed to the /ſtruments of it, luch as S. Pant 
was here on Earth 5 but Redemption relpects the merits by which that et- 
{ct was obtained , and fo belongs wholly to Chr:f, agd cannot be at- 
tributed roany S$airts, either in Earth or Heaven, When you can prove 
that any {ubordinate Inſtruments of Cods Power arc called Naming, you 
may then excule Be4armin tor calling the $41zts 10 5 but that is ſo incon- 
gruus a lene of the word , that it needs no contutation, 

We arc now come to the /aſt Frrour, which his Lordthip here charges 
vour pretended Gereral Conncils with, which is, concerning Adoration of 
Imtges, Of which, his Lord(ſhi Pp layes, That the Ancient Church hnew tt not. 
And the 11odern Church of Rome is too like to Paganiſm. in the prattice of it ; 
«nd driven 1oſcarce intel/zgible ſubtilties in ber ſcrvants writings that defenc 
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it. And this, without any care had of millions of fouls, unable tonnderſt..nd 
her ſubtilties, or ſhun her praFice, Here you ſay, The Biſhop 3s very bitter ; 
but no more than the nature of the thing required. All the Anſiver you 
return to this, lyes in theſe things. 1. That the Church of Rome teaches 1:9- 
thing concerning the Worſhip of Tmages, but what the ſecond Conncil of Nice 
did nine hundred years ago; which is, that they muſt be had in Veneration. an) 
due Reverence, but not have Divine Worſhip given to them, 2, That Laces 
were in common Uſe and Veneration too, amoneſt Chriſtians in the Ancient 
Church, 3. That what abuſes are crept in, are not 1a be imputed to the Chyrc : 
but to particular perſons. This 1s the ſubſtance of what you fay to the end 
of the Chapter :, as to which a brief Anſwer will ſuftce, becauſe I dclign 
not a full handling the Queſtion of the worſhip of Images, If that which 
you ſay in the firſt place, be true, 1t doth the more prove that which his 
Lordſhip intcnds, viz. that not ove barely, but irs of thoſe you own to 
be General Councils, have erred in this particular, It cither thole Con. 
cils, or you, had intended to have dealt fairly and honeſtly with the 
world, they and you ſhould have declared, what that Vereratign and He- 
werence is, Which is due to Images; What ditterence you put between 
that,and the Worſhip due to God; and, Whether the ſame pretenccs and ex.- 
cuſes would not as well have juſtihed the Pagan Tdolatries > For this was 
it which his Lordſhip charged you with, that you came too near P49 1/1; 
in your practice. But as to this you anſwer nothing. but that if you do, (© 
did the Council of Nice too : But, Isthat a ſufficient excuſe: for you ? It is 
well enough known, What kind of Council that was; How much it was 
oppoſed by the Synod of Frankford ; How many perſons both in the Fa- 
ſtern and Weſtern Churches, declared themſelves againſt the Do@rine of it ? 
But, What a pitiful plea is it for you tolay, That the Council of Trent had 
felenced all calummies, by ſaying, That you attribute no Divinity to the Images, 
but only worſhip them with ſuch honour and reverence as is due to them £ 
Would not any conſiderate Heathers have ſaid as much as this is ? But,the 
Queſtion is, Whether that Yereration of them which is uſed by you to- 
wards Images, be dxeto them, or no? This you ſhould have undertaken, 
and ſct the diſtinCt limits between the worſh7p due to God, and that which 
is givento theſe. You ſhould have proved, that this is no prohibited 
way of worſhip ; for, if it be, it can in noſenſe be dxe tothem. For, ſince 
God may determine the modes of his own worſhip, what he hath forbidden 
in his ſervice, becomes #zlawful ; and, {o long as that command continues 
in force, all aCts of worſhip contrary to it, are a poſtive kind of Idolatry. 
For, as there is a kind of Nataral 1dolatry lying in the worſhip of falſe Gods 
inſtead of the tre; ſo there is that which may be called Poſitive 7dolatry, 
which is a worſhipping God in a way or manner which he hath forbidden, 
From whence the Iſraelites in the Golden Calf, and the Ter Tribes in the 
worſhip of the Calves at Dan and Bethel,are charged with 1dolatry.although 
they acknowledged the true God, and defigned that for a Relative worſhip 
to im, Tfit were ſo then, you ſhould have ſhewed us, How it comes to 
be otherwiſe now ? Where it was, God repealed the ſecond Command- 
ment ? or, What there was in it typical and ceremonial, that it muſt 
ceaſe to oblige at Chriſt's coming? or, What Reaſons it was built on,which 
were only proper to the Jews, and cannot extend to the Chriſtians too ? 
and, Why Relative Worſhip, and the helps for memory and devotion would 
not as well have juſtified the uſe and worſhip of Images, before Chriſt as 


alter? And why the lame reaſons from the danger of 1dolatry, low con- 
ceptions 
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ceptions of God (and what other reaſons you will give of that prohibition 
then) may not hold as well ſti}]? Thee, and many other things, if 

vou would have vindicated the practice of your Clureh you ought to have 
infiſtedon. But ſince you omit them wholly, and think to put us off 

with repeating the decree of the Council of Trent,vou only ſhew the weak- 

neſs of your cauſe, and cf thoſe unintelligible tubtiitics which ate uſed 

to dctend 1t. 

To \what his Lordſhip ſaith, That. itt Optatus his tte, ihe Chriſtians s, 27e 
were much troubled upon but a falſe report, that an Image was tobe placed upon Oita! 3- 
the Altar ; What would they have done, if Adoration had been commanded ? 

You anſwer, That it was either ſome Idol, or common Inace of a Man, or of 

the Emperonr, or the Governonr of the Province, or ſomcthing or other, but 

you cannot tell what. But if it had been any ot all theſe, How eafic had 

it been for them to have vindicated themſelves by frving, That if it had 

heen the [age of | Chriſt, or lome Saints, they would then have worſhipped 

it, but they could not otherwiſe. But we (ec, it was not becauſe it was 

fich or ſuch an 4r22e, that the diſpleature was taken, but that it was any 

at all ; and this was then juſtly looked on as a ſtrange thing. being fo con- 

trary to the practice of the Chriſtzan Church, from Chriſt's tine till that. 

This you deny, and ſay, That the Images of Chriſt and the Saints were in com- 

mon uſe and-veneration t00, among ſt Chriſtians in the Ancient Church, How 

is it poſſzble to deal with you, that dare with fo much confidence obtrude 

ſuch notorious falſitics upon the world? There being ſcarce any thing 
imaginable, in which there are more expreſs teſtimonies for ſo many 

ages together then againſt the uſe or veneration of 1zages in the Ancient 

Church, With what ſcorn and contempt do the Primitive Chriſtians re- 

ject the uſe of images, and that not in regard of an abſolute, but a relative 

Worſhip? If you had read the diſcourſes of the Chriſtians in the Primi- 

tive times, ſuch as Clemens Alexandrinms, Origen againit Celſus, Tertullian, 

Minutius Felix, Arnobins, Latantius, Athanaſius, Fuſebius, S. Angſt int 

where they diſpute again{t the Heathers,not meerly for worſhipping 7dol-, 

but for any worlhip of 1»ages, though meerly as they are figs or ſymbols 

of the proper objes of worſhip, you could not poſſibly have uttered fo 

groſs a fal{hood as that foregoing, unlels you were relolved to offer vio- 

lence to your conlcience init. It you think the Corncilof Trext brings off 

all this by ſaying, 4c muſt not believe there is any Divmity in Images.and 

that it was the worſhip which aroſe from ſuch an apprehenſion which the 

Fathers diſputed againſt; ] aſſure you, you are greatly deceived. For 

there is no ſuch difference between the Heathens apprehentions,and yours, 

as to the worſhip of Images, as you imagine. Who is ſ#ch afool, faith Cel- is c.celf; 
ſws, to think that theſe aregods, and not the bare Images of them. Ton are (7 
greatly miſtaken (faith the Heathen in Arnobius ) if you think that we worſhip © ” 
the Images for gods ;, no, we worſhip the gods by and through them: and 

therefore faith, That the Ancients were not 12norant that the Imaces had 

neither ſenſe nor divinity in them, but only that the rude and ignorant people 

wanted PT Þthinss to put them in mind of the god r, What 1s there more 

than this, that you have to plead tor the U/e of them 2 Now apſa timemus 
ſimmlachra(lay the Heathens in Lal antius ) fea! 015 ad quorum imaginem filta, Lilt.l. 2. G2; 
'#, QUOYUGH mOminib1is cone, rata junt:; Wemwcr "IÞ not the Imazes. but then to 
whom thty are conſecrated 5, which inyour language 1»,They gize then not an 
abſolute, but arefative Worſt iþ. Nec {tmulactrim nec Demonium colo, fed 
pcr cfigi:m corporalem cjus rct tignum infiieor, quam colere debeo, faith 
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the Heathen in S. Anguſtin 5, Trneither worſhip the mage, nor the D&mon in 
it, but only by that w1/ible repreſentation, T am put in mint of that which x 
ought to worſhip. It you ſay, This was not the common ſenſe of then, but on- 
ly ſome more ſubtle men aſſerted this, becauſe they could not defend their groſs 
1dolatries otherwiſe; the very ſame 1s molt true of your ſelves ; your di- 
{tinCtions are ſuch which the people are not capable of in the worſhip they 
vive; and they only ſerve to anſwer thoſe, who ditlike lo palpable an imi- 
tation of Heatheniſmr, as 1s in the worſhip of Tmages. And 1t will be hard 
to find that any Heathezs had any higher thoughts of their wages, or 
uſed greater acts of worſhip towards them, than the people of your 
Church do. For, Are not miraculous operations among vou alcribed to 
Images of Saints? And what greater teſtimony of Dzvinity can be fup- 
poſed in them 2 Donot they tall. down in the moſt devout manner to 
them, and make the moſt formal addreſies before them ? and that nor 
mcerly with a reſpect to what is repreſented, but with a worſhip bcJonging 
to the Images themlelves 2 And ,W hat more than this did cver the Heithers 
do? So that thole Fathers who ſo much cendemned that uſe and cer ation 
of Images which was among theHeathers,muſt needs be und<er{cood to con- 


 demn as much that in your Chrrch too. And thence Frſebivs alcribes 


the ſetting up the Statze at Parneas tO a Heather: cuſiom, thence Epiphanins 
rent the vail at Anablatha, wherein the Image of Ceriſt, or ſome Saint, was 
arawn : thence the Conncil of Elvira in Spaizn, j'rbids the placing of pitures 
in Churches, leſt that which is worſhipped or aaored, flould be paznted on 
walls ; thence S. Auguſtin condemns the worſ!1ypers of pidnres; thence the 
very Art of Painting was condemned in the Ancient Cunrch, as appears by 
Clemens Alexandrinus, and Tertulian; and alter all tins, Is 1t potlible to 
believe what you ſay, vis. That Images were in common uſe and vencration 
100 in the Ancient Church? Burt ſurely we {hall have ſome evident proof 
tor {0 bold an aflertion : It werc «well it there were any thing looked like 
it. For all that you produce, is only that iz Tertullian's 1zme, the Chrj. 


ſtians were abuſed with the r3ck-naame of Crucis Religioh 5 and that in Chry- 


foltom's tzme, the Croſs madr a glorious ſhew upon the Altar. And, Are not 
theſe invincible proots for the vexeration of Images in the Amcient Church 2 
But, Why do you nct as well fay. The © &r1mrans worſhipped an Aſſes 
Head, the $#n, and Cnonychites z tor all thee are 1n the ſums. Chaptcr,and 
equally reckon'd among the talſe accuſations of the Chriftzavs, But'it ſeems 
you had rathcr believe the Heathens objeftion. than the Chriſtiars denial, 
whoſe Antier we find exprets to the contrary 10 1/77mutins Felix, Cruces 
nec colimus, nec optanns,. we neither wiſh for, nor worſhip Croſſes 5 and Ter- 
tnilian,in anfwer tothe former cavil. faith, ©od colimms nos, Deus uns 
&jt ; That which we worſhip, is only God, They were then ſtrangers to any 
uch diſtzncions of worſhip as ypu have inventcd to antwer ſuch places 
With, viz, that they did not worthip them abſolutely, but relatively. And 
ior all that I can perceive, by the ſame diſtinctions you may prove that the 
Chriſtians did worthip Demons and Heroes ; for, although they deny it 
mover fo much, I may as well fay, they meant only by it, that they did 
08 wot llp them with the Worſhip proper onlv to God, but with an infe- 
10wr and relative Worſhip, as you lay as mucii concerning ſmages 3 by 
which Art you may cvacle all dexyals whatiorver. For your place of 
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found any ſuch thing in him, but you intended to take care we thould not 
{carch too farr, by not referring us to the Edition of S. Chryſoſtorm, which 
you, or your Authour made uſe of. But, What js all this tothe veneration 
of the Croſs, if we grant that it did make a glorious thew on the Altar g 
Could it not make a glorious fſhew, unlels they all tell down and worlhip- 
ped it ? And, Can you think now, that thele reltimomics arc ſufficient 
againſt the whole ſtrain of Antiquity, ro pertwade mcn that the vexera- 
tion of Images was uled in the Ancient Church £ But you arc men who can 
believe what you havea mind to ; any word, claule, cr 1mpertinent alle- 
gation, which doth but fecm afar off, to calt an eye towards you, 1s pre- 
{ently the conſent of all Antiquity, when the molt pregnant teſtimonies of 
the beſt Writers of the CExrch againſt you, arc pill'd at, and fcorned, or 
lf: eluded with molt frivolous interpretations, or laitly {uſpected without 
any ſhadow of realon. As the Epiltle of Epiphanizs, and the Caron of the 
Fliberine Conncil txave been in this pretent Controvertie. WW hen you ſhall 
produce your Other teſtimonies, an Anſwer ſhall atrend them 5 but you 
muſt not think the ſtory of the Statue at Paxeas, which Exſebizs attributes 
to a Heatheniſh Cuſtom (belides the many 1mprobabilities 1n it) will ever 
perlivade us, that the Chriſtiazs did then worlhip Images. Eut it would 
now take up too much time to examine that particularly, with others of 
a like nature. What I have ſaid already, being futhcient to give an account 
of the tenſe of the Primitive Chxreh, as to this ſubject, which 1s our 
preſent butfinels. 

Wepaſs by the reſemblance between the Feaſ?s at the Oraiories of Mar- 
tzrs,and theHeathen Parentalia,becauſe you jay now it ſeems wholly extirpated. 
And I would not charge you with more taults than you are guilty of, fince 
you have enough without it. An evidence of which, is your dilcarding 
all perſons from your communion, who arc nut fuch Bots, as tO approve 
all the abuſes and corruptions among you : Which fithcientiy appears by 
Your cenſure of Callander ; Who ( youlay ) ſceexred to many to halt between 
God and Baal; and, although he was not a&ually excommunicate, yet you 
would have 5 believe he was meritoriouſly ſo, becauſe he favoured Hereſte ſo 
much. By which we lcc, that we muſt not judge ail of the Koman Conmmu- 
ion, who profels themſelves to be of it; tor lo Caſſander did to his deatin, 
3ut, whoever offer to find the leaſt tault with the practices or Doctrine 
of your Church, let them pretend never fo much to be of it, yet they may 
be excommunicate. ſententis juris ; and ſo not only Caſ/anaer, but Eraſmus, 
Fſpencaus, Ferns, Barns, Pickerellus, and all other perlons of realon and 
Ingeruity among you, ought not to be looked on as perſons of your Com- 
munion, whatever their pretences be. It feems your Church bears none 
but Hefors, and in a ſhort time none ſhak be accounted Papiſts, but Je- 
ſuits: but it is hard to determine, Whethcr this difcovers more the cor- 
ruption.,or tyranny of your Church; which loves her degeneracy fo much, 
that the proferibes ali who dare inthe leatt to tel] her of her faults, Bur, 
How can ſhe be found fault with, that takes ſuch excellent care to prevent all 
abuſes, as appears by ihe caution of the Conncil of Trent, in the preſent caſe of 
Jour worſhip of Images £ For, ſay you, As to any matter of abaje in this kind, 
crept 122 anoneſt the ignorant, we hate alreac! jy /bewy, Low careful the Council 
of' Trent wss to prevert and provide againſt all inconveniencies that could 
reaſonably be foreſeen or feared. Soit tecms, bv toe acmirable Caution uſed 
by the Corncil, to prevent C1vV:ing Nu 4 erj*,p to Images, by telling men, 
They muſt only give that which was due, wich all the Queitton was, What 
was 
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people concerning the nature of Divine Worſhip, and the danger of 1dolz- 
try. So it ſeems, by the leaving out the ſecond Commandment in the offices 
of frequent xſe, leſt the peoples conſciences ſhould check them, for domg 
that which God had ſeverely prohibited. So it ſeems, by the anintelljg;bt; 

dof that Worſhip which is to be given to the 
Image; when yet a miſtake there, makes the perſon wiogives it, guilty of 
tdolatry. So it ſeems, by the continuance of the molt grofs ab»jcs in this 
nature ſtill in your Church, in this matter of Images. Of which ſuch thinss 
are related by eye-witneſles, that the moſt groſs Heather 1dolatries were 
not more unreaſonable, abſurd, and ridiculous, than they are. And jf 
people continue ignorant, and fottiſh enough, all is well; but if with Caſe 


ſander, they charge you with any corraptions, then they ſtand weritori- 


ouſly excommunicate © and it is well if they eſcape lo; for, although Caf 
ſander did, Father Barns did not. But, plead as!long as you will for the care 
your Church hath taken toprevent all abules mthe worſhip of Images ; as 
long as the worſhip of Images continues, 1t 13 impoſhble co prevent the abu- 


ſes mit; fince that isa great abaſe it 1e]f, and gives occaſion to all others, 


For.the vindication of your Doctrine depends on ſuch Metaphyſical Niceties, 
which the minds of people are uncapable of ; and, however they may ſerve 
you in diſputation, are impoſſible to be reconciled with the pradice of 
your Church, and the apprehenfions of thoſe who yield the worſhip you 
allow to Images. And theretorc it 1s no wonder at all what Llamas re- 
lates of the Spaniſh people, that they were ſo beſotted on their old worm-eaten 
Images, that when they were to have new ones in their rooms, they begg'd with 
tears to have their old ones ſtill, But, although you grant theſe people guilty 
of indiſcretion.yet by no means of Idolatry, becauſe they did not call them their 
gods, If you think none were 7dolaters, but ſuch as did believe their 7724- 
ges to be gods; I doubt you may find the number of Atheiſts as great as 
that of 7dolaters in the world. But if we may gueſs at peoples apprehez:ſions 
by their aons, theſe ſeemed as much to believe them to be gods, as any 
Heathens you can inſtance in. Your vindication of Llamas trom ſaying, 
That the Images of Chriſt, and the Saints, as they repreſent their exemplars, 
have Deity or Divinity in then; as it is undertaken ſomewhat feartully, be- 


; carſe (you lay) you hope to clear his meaning, whatever his words ſeem to im- 


pert ; lo at laſt it ſtands on the ſandy foundation of relative and abſolute 
IVorſhip, which being taken away, that and your ages fall together.I con- 
clude this ſubject with his Lordſhips with ; That men of learning would not 

ſtrain their wits to ſpoil the truth, and rent the Peace of the Church of Chriſt, 
by ſuch dangeroms, ſuch ſuperſtitious vanities, For better they are not. but they 
may be worſe: Andl fear are lo. 
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proteſtants Conceſſions ought not to be any ground to preferr the Communion of 
the Church of Rome. How far thoſe Conceſſtons extend. The unchari- 
tableneſs of Romaniſts, if they yield not the ſame to ws. The weakneſs of 
the Arguments to prove the Roman Church the ſafer way to ſalvation on 
Proteſtant Principles. The dangerows Dorines of Romaniſts about the ea- 
feneſs of ſalvation, by the Sacrament of Pennance. The caſe parall eld be- 
between the Donatiſts and Romaniſts, in denying ſalvation to all but thent- 
ſelves ; and the advantages equal from their adverſaries Conceſſions, The 
advantage of the Proteſtants, if that be the ſafeſt way which both parties are 
agreed in, manifeſted and vindicated in ſeveral particulars, The Trinciple 
it ſelf at large ſhewed to be a meer contingent Propoſution, and ſuch as may 
lead to Hereſte and Infidelity. The caje of the Leaders in the Roman 
Church, and others, diſtinguiſhed. The Errours and Superſtitions of the 
Roman Church, make its communion very dangerous in order to Salua- 


tion, 


He main thing which now remains to be diſcuſſed, is, Whether the 5, x, 

Communion of your Charch, or ours, be rather to be choſen, in order 
toſalvation, For that being the great end of our Faith, the tendency to 
the promotion of that, ought to be the Rule, by which we ſhould embrace 
or continue in the ſociety of any Church. And, fince the regard men ought 
to have of their eternal welfare, doth oblige them to make choice of the 
beſt means in order to it, the bare remote poſſubility of ſalvation in any 
Church, ought to have no force or conſideration at all in the determining 
their choice ina matter of ſo great importance, As, ſuppoſing a Plot at 
Sea, whoſe only defire is to bring his ſhip fafe into his defired Port, ſhould 
be told, that there arc two paſlages homewards ; the one free and open, 
in which there isno danger ; the other amidſt many Rocks and Shelves 
in which yet there is a poſſibility of eſcaping: Would not he be accounted a 
very ol man, that ſhould chule this latter way, meerly becauſe it is pol- 
ſible he may eſcape; and neglect the other, in which there isno danger of 
miſcarrying? $0 it is here in our preſent caſe, the Proteſsants confels 
there is a peſſcbility for ſome to eſcape in the Communion of the Roman 
Church; but it is as men may eſcape with their lives in a ſhipmrack; but 
they undertake to make it evident, there can be no danger, if they oblerve 
the principles of Proteſtant Religion; VVould it not be madneſs in any then 
toneglect this, and make choice of the other, meerly becaule Proteſtants 
agree with you, that there is a poſſebility of ſalvation tor ſome in the Komare 
Church? Yet this is the great Argument you make uſe of, whereby to Pro- 
ſelzte ſuch perſons, who want heknonens enqugh to diſcern the weakneſs 
and ſophiſtry of it. That therefore weare now toenquire mto, 1s, Whe- 
ther your Communion, or ours, be more eligible upon principles of rea- 
ſon and prudence, in order to Salvation? And two things are inſiſted on 
in behalt of your Church ; firſt, That Proteſtants grant the poſſibility of ſal- 
vation in your Church, but you deny it in ours, and therefore yours 1s the 
ſafer way. Secondly, That the Faith of Proteſtants doth not ſtand upon thoſe 


fare erounds which your Faith doth. p 
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As tothe frſt,there are two things to be conſidered. 1. How farwe 
erant a poſſibility of ſalvation to thoſe in your Church, 2. HH hat can be infer 
ſroz that Conceſſion in the choice of Religion, The occaſion of entcring 
upon this debate” was the Lady's Qvery, Whether ſhe might be ſaved in ihe 
Foman Faith; to which his Lordibip anſwers 1m Gezeral, that the igroraw; 
that conld not diſcern the erronrs of that Church, ſo they beld the Fonnduting 
and conjormed themſelves to arcligious life, night be ſaved ; and more parti- 
enlarly tothe Lady, that it muſt needs go harder with her even in peint of (al. 
vation, becauſe ſhe had been brought to underſtand very vinch for om of ti - 
coxndition.jn theſe Controverted cauſes of Religron. And a perſor that cones 
to know much had need carefully bethink kimfelf, that be oppoje not Lrowss 
iruth againſt the Church that made him a C triſtian : for J alvalion #1a5 Le in 
the Church'of Rome, and they not find it that make ſurcſt of it. Ard af r, 
he explains himſelf more tully,7 hat | might be ſaved | rants but a poſſil;lit }, 
n0 ſere or ſafe way to ſalvation ;, the pojfubility, I think ſaith he, cannot be de. 
z:zed to the ignorants. eſpecially becauſe they hold the Foundation and. cannot 
ſurvey the Building, And the Foundation can deceive no man that reſ?s upu; 
it. But a ſecure way they cannot go. that hold with ſuch corruptions when they 
know them. Now, whether it be wiſdom. in ſuch a point as ſalvation is,to for- 
ſake a Church in the which the ground of jalvation js firm, to follow a Church in 
which it is but pojſible one may bs ſaved, but very probable be zray do worſe, if 
he look not well to the Foundation; judge ye, So that [till his Lordſhip allerts 
the Proteſtants way to be the only ſafe way to ſalvation ; and thar in the. 
Church of Rome there is only a limited poſſebility of it, which is ſuch, that 
heſay's, A.C. or his fellows can take little comfort in, For as he after de- 
clares himſelf, Many Proteſtants indeed confeſs, there is ſalvation poſſible to 
be attained in the Roman Church :, but yet they ſay withall, that the erronrs 
of that Church are ſo many, (and ſome ſo great, as weaken the Foundation ) 
that it is very hard to go that way to Heaven, eſpecially to them that have had 
the truth manifeſted ; and a little after, But we have not ſo learned Chriſt, as 
either to return evil for evil in this heady courſe, or to deny ſalvation to ſome 
ienorant ſilly ſouls, whoſe humble peaceable obedience makes ther ſafe among 
any part of men that profeſs the Foundation Chriif, And in another place, 
Tdo indeed for my part (leaving other men free to their own judeement ) ac- 
knowledge a poſſibility of ſalvation in the Roman Church. But ſo, as that 
mhich T grant to Romaniſts, is not as they are Romaniſts, but as they are Chri- 


ſtians, that is, as they believe the Creed and hold the Foundation Chriſt hin- 


ſelf. not as they aſſociate themſelves wittingly and knowingly to the groſs Super- 
ſtitions of the Roman Church, And I am willing to hop? there are many 
among them, which keep within that Church, and yet wiſh the ſuperſtitions 
aboliſhed which they know, and which pray to God to forgroe their erronrs iz 
what they know not, and which hold the Foundation firm, and live according- 
ly, and which would have all things amended that are amiſs, were it in their 
power, Andto ſuch Tdare not deny a poſſubility of ſalvation, for that which is 
Chriſts in them, though they hazzard themſelves extreamiy by keeping fo cloſe 
to that which is ſuperſtition, and in the caſe of Images comes too near tdolatry. 
The fubſtance then of what his Lordſhip laith, is, that the Proteſtant way 
15 a fate and ſecure way to ſalvation ; that in the Koxran Church there is ex- 
tream hazzard made of it, which all who love their ſouls ought to avoid 3 
but yet tor ſuch, who by reaſon of ignorance {ce not the danger, and by 
reaſon of honeſty keep cloſe to Chriſt the Foundation, and repent of all 
-arriages known or unknown, he dares not deny a poſſrbility of ſalua- 
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ion for them. But he is far from aſterting it of thoſe, who either know 
the corruptions of that Church and yet continuc in them, or ſuch who 
wilfully neglect the means whereby they may be convinced of them. Sv 
that you (trangely either miſtake or pervert his Lordſhips meaning when 
vou would inferr from thele pallages, That Le aſſerts 2 poſſibility of being 
ſaved to thoſe who joyn with the Roman Church, though their 1gnor.mce be not 
invincible, and though all or the chief motives which the Proteſtants bring 
* againit you he never ſo ſufficiently propoſed to then. For he (till ſpeaks either 
of ſuch, whoſe meer zgnorance doth excuſe them where the Fundamentals 
are held and a life lead according to them, or elſe of ſuch who condemn 
your ſuperſtitions as far as they are diſcovered to thern, and fincerely de- 
fire to find impartially the way that leads to Heaven z Of ſuch as theſe he 
dares not deny a poſſ#bility of ſalvation. 
And you are the moſt uncharitable perſons in the world, if you dare 
altert the contrary of Proteſtants, You exprelly grant a poſibility of ſal- 
vation to thoſe who joyn with the Proteſt ant Church, in caſe of invincible igno- 
rance; and dare you deny it where there is a preparation of mind to tind 
out and embrace the moſt certain way to Heaven, where all endeavours 
are uſed tothat end, and where there is a conſcientious obedience to the 
Will of God, fo far as it is diſcovered? If you dare peremptorily deny a 
poſſibility of ſalvation to ſuch perſons, meerly becauſe not ofthe Roman 
Church, this prodigious uncharitablenels would make us queſtion the poſ® 
ſibility of your ſalvation more,while you perfiſt in it, For,What is there 
more contrary to the deſig: and ſpirit of the Goſpel then this is? From 
whence muſt we gather the terms of ſa/vation, but only from thence ? 
But it ſeems by you, although men give never lo hearty an aſlent to the 
Doetrine of the Goſpel, and live inthe moſt univerſal obedicnceto it, and 
abound in the fruits of the ſpirit of God, of which Charity is none of the 
leaſt ; yet if they be not in the Communion of your Ckurch, there is no 
hopes of ſalvation tor them. But, Who is it the mean while that hath the 
diſpoſal of this ſalvation ? Is it in your hands or Chriſts 2 If it be in His, 
we dare rely on His promiſe, although you pretend to know His mind 
better than He did himlelf. For, notwithſtanding a fincere endeavour 
to know and obey the will of God, be the great Fandamertal in order to 
ſalvation, which is delivered. us by the Doctrine of Chri3t; yet it ſeems by 
you, there may be this, where there may be not ſo much as poſb3lity of 
| ſalvation. By which aſlertion of yours, you are fo far from working up- 
on any, but very weak perſons, to bring them over to your Chxrch, that 
nothing can more cſlectually prejudice it among all ſuch who dare believe 
Chrift to be more Infallible then the Church of Rome. For what is this 
elſe, but to make heaven and. cternal ſalvation ſta/kto the interef of your 
Church, and to lay more weight upon being in your communion then up- 
on the molt indiſpenſable precepts of Chriitianity ? But when we confider 
how many among, 3 ou diſpute for the poſſibility of the ſalvation of Hea- 
thens.,, and yct deny it to thoſe who own all the Fundamentals of Chri- 
ttanily ; nt bow we {ce how much you lay%the welght of ſalvation upon 
being in your Church, and what waycs you have for thoſe who are in it 
to reconcile. the hopes of ſalvation with the practiſe of #27, What can we 
otherwiſe imagine, but it is the Intercls of your Chnrch that you more aim 
at than the ſalvation of mensſouls, For you have lo many wayes to ove 
indulgence jn ſintothole who delire It, and yet fuch ready wayes of par- 
don, and ſuch an eaſic task of repertarce, anc! { little troubleſome means 
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of obtaining grace by the Sacraments, ex opere operato, that it is hard con- 
ceiving what way a man ſhould ſooner take, who would live in his ſins 
and come to heaven at laſt, then to be of your Church, And yer you who 
are ſo ſoft and gentle, ſo kind and indulgent to the ſons of your Church, are 
not more ready to ſend. thoſe who are out of it to the fire in this world 
thanto eternal flames in another. But we have not ſo learned Chriit, we 
dare not deal ſo inhumanely with them in this world, much Icſs judge fo . 
uncharitably as to another, of thoſe who profeſs to fear God and work rich- 
teouſneſs, though they be not of the ſame opinion or communion with us. 
Yet, we tell men of the danger of hazzarding their ſalvation by erroneous 
dorines and ſuperſtitious praiſes, and ſuppoſe that ſufficient to perſlwade 
ſuch who ſincerely regard their future happineſs to avoid all ſuch things as 
tend ſo much to their eternal r#ine. And ſuch who will continue in fuch 
things, meerly becauſe there is a poſ#bility ſome perſons may be ſaved in 
them by reaſon of 7gxorance or Repertance, are no wiſer men then ſuch, 
who ſhould ſplit their ſhip upon a rock, becaule ſome have eſcaped upon a 
plank notwithſtanding. So that conſidering on what terms we grant this 
Poſſibility of ſalvation, this Conceſſion cf ours can be no Argument at all to 
judge yours tobe the ſafer way 3 and if upon the ſame terms you deny it 
to us, it ſhews how much more wſafe your way is, where there is ſo much 
of Tntereſs and fo little Charity. 

But you attempt to prove againſt all Proteſtants whatſoever, that yours 
is the ſafer way to ſalvation : Your firſt Argument in ſhert is, Becauſe we 
grant that you way be ſaved upon our own principles, but you deny that we 
may be ſaved upon yours. And what 1s there more in this Argument (but a 
multitude of words to little purpoſe) then there is in that which his Lord- 
ſhip examines ? For the main force of it lyes in this, That is the ſafeſt way 
which both parties are agreed in; and therefore although you would 
have your A/ajorpropoſition put out of all doubt,yet that wants more proof 
then I doubt you areable to give it. For although we grant,Men may 
beſaved who have true Faith, Repentance, and a holy Converſation without 
any ſuch Sacrament of Pennance, which you make neceſſary for conveying the 
grace of Justification ; yet, What ſecurity can thence come to a man in the 
choice of his Kelzgion, ſince we withall ſay, That where there is a continu- 
ance in the corruptions and errours of your Ctwrch, it is hard to conceive 
there ſhould be that Fazth and Repertance which we make neccllary to 
Salvation, You go therefore on a very falle ſuppoſetion, when you take 
it for granted that we acknowledge, that all thoſe whom you admit to your 
Sacrament of Pennance have all things upon our own principles which are 
neceſſary to Salvation. And lo your A1nor 1s as Eul. as your 4ajor un- 
certain, viz. That many are ſaved in the Roman Church according to the 
principles which aregranted on Loth ſides. But you would ſeem to prove, 
That all admitted by you at tleathto the Sacrament of Pennance (as you call 
it) have all things neceſſary to Salvation upon Proteſtant principles, becauſe, 
you lay, That Faith, Hope, trug, Repentance, and a purpoſe of Amendment 
are neceſſary to the due receiving the Sacrament of Pennance, and theſe,are all 
which Proteſtants make neceſſary to Salvation, But ſuppoſing that, Is it 
neceVary that all thoſe things muſt be in them, which make the neceſlary 
requilitesto this Sacrament of yours 2 Donone receive this anworthily as 
many do a far greater Sacrament than this, granting it to be any at all. 

{t ſeems Salvation 1s very calie to be had in your Church then, for this 
Szcramcnt 1s uppoled by vou, to be given to mcn upon their Mm 
When 
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when, you ſay, 1t cannot be ſuppoſed that men will omit any thing nece lar y 


for the attaining Salvation; and by vertne of this Sacrament they receive the 
grace of Tuitification, whereby of ſinners they are made the Sons of God and 
heires of eternal life. But I a{lure you, we who believe, Men mult be ſaved 
only by the terms of the Goſpel, make no ſuch caſig matter of it as you do; 
we profeſs the neceſſity of a through-renovation of heart and life to be in- 
diſpenſable in order to happineſs, tor without holinefs no man ſhall fee the 
Lord: and although we take not upon us to judge the final eſtate of men 
whoſe hearts we know not 3 yet the Goſpel gives us very little ground to 
think, that ſuch who deter the work of their Sa/vation to their death-beds 
ſhall ever attainto it; The main defign of Chriitiar Keligion being, The 

. turning mens ſouls from ſ' to God in order to the ſerving him in this 


world, that they may. be happy in another. For if Salvation dc pcnded 
on no more then you require, the greateſt part of the Goſpel might have 
been ſpared, whoſe great end is to perlwade men to holineſs of heart and 
life. It is not a mecr purpoſe of amendment, when mcn can tin no longer, 
that we make only ncceflary to Salvation : But lo hearty a repentarce of 
ſm paſt, as to carry with it an effeFnal reformation 3 without this, men 
may flatter themſelves into their own rize by your Sacraments of Pen- 
mance and ſuch contrivances of men, but there can be no grounded hopes 
of any freedom from cternal miſery. And their Fazth too, mult b«- 1s weak 
as their Repentance ſhallow , who darc ventuwe thr ſouls into 21 ther 
world, upon no better ſecurity than that By recerving the Sacrament 0 
Pennance they are made the Sons of God and beirs of eternal life, But you 
betray men into ſtupid ignorance and careleſnels as to tixuir cterval Sal- 
vation, and then deal moſt unfaithfully with them, by tciling them that 
a death-bed Repentance will ſufhce them, and the Sacrament of Pennance 
will preſently make them heirs of eternal life. So that although your Do- 
&rine be very unreaſonable, and your Swperſtitions very groſs, yet this un- 
faithfulneſs to the ſouls of men makes all true lovers of Chriit;an Religion, 
and of the Salvation of mens ſouls, more averſe from your DoFrzze and 
Pradiſes, then any thing elſe whatloever. For what can really be more 
pernicious to the world, then to flatter them into the hopes of Salvatiore 
without the performance of thole things, which, if the Goſpel be truc, are 
abſolutely neccflary in order toit 2 How quietly do you permit the molt 
{tupid 7gzorance in ſuch who arc the zealows pradiſers of your fopperres and, 
ſuperſtitions £ What excellent arts have, you to allure debauches upon 
their death-beds to you, by promiting them that in another world, which 
vur principles will not allow usto do? How many waycs have you to get 
the pardon of ſin, or at leaſt to delude people with the hopes of it, withour 
qny {crious turning from ſi to God 2 What do your Dodrines of the ſuf- 
ficiency of bare contrition, and the Sacraments working grace ex opere opera- 
fo, of Indulgences, Satisfattions, regulating the intention, and the like,tend 
to, but to ſuperſede the necetiity of a holy lite 2 And at laſt you exchange 
the inward hatred and mortifcation of fn, for ſome external ſeverities 
upon mens bodies; which is, oniy beating the ſervant for the Maſters 
fault, Sothat it is hard to imagine any Doctrine or way of Relzgion which 
owns Chriſtianity, which doth with more apparent danger to the ſouls of 
men undermine the foundations of Faith anc! Obedienct than yours doth. 
And asI have at large ſhewed the former, How deſtructive your princi- 
ples are tothe grounds of Faith; (o it hath bcen tully and lately manifeſted 
by a learned Biſhop of our Church, \V _ Doctrincs and practiſes are —_ 
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P4117 7241078 ed in your Church, which in themſelves or their immediate conſequences 
— are diref impicties, and give warranty to a wicked life, | 
Chap. 2. Which being ſo of zour own fide, we muſt ſee what reafons you oive 

S. 5- foryour moſt uncharitable Cenſure, That there are very few or none among 
-P. 302, Proteſtants that eſcape damnation : And this you call, The Dodrine of ' of We 
tholicks. The Doctrine rather of a proud, tyrannical, and uncharitable 


faction of men; who that they e Pre Proſelytes to themſelves, ſhew 
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how little they are themſelves the Profelztes of Chrisf. But you offer us a 
reaſon for it : Becauſe all Catholicks hold, that neither Faith, nor Hope, nor 
any Repentance can ſave ws, but that only which is joyned with a perfe# Love 
of God: without the Sacrament of Pernance atually and duely received : and 
becauſe Proteſt ants rejeft this, they cannot be ſaved, But you are not at all 
the Ie excuſable, becauſeyou atlert ſuch Do@rimes from whence ſuch u#- 
charitableneſs follows, but the dreadful conſequence of ſuch Dodtrincs 
ought rather to make you queſtion the truth of them. For, can any one 
who knows and underſtands Chriſtianity ever believe, that although he 
had a moſt hearty repentance for ſin, and a moſt fincere /ove to God, he 
ſhould eternally periſh becauſe he did not confel(s his fins toa Pricf# and 
reccive abſolution from him? I can hardly perſwade my ſclt, that youcan 
believe fuch things, but that only ſuch Do@rimes are necellary-to be 
taught, to maintain the Prieſts authority, and to fright men into that pick- 
lock of conſcience, the uſcful praCtiſe of Arricular Confeſſron. To what 
purpoſe, are all the promiſes of grace and mercy through Chrift upon the 
ſincerity of our turning to him, it, after all this, the effect depends upon 
that Sacrament of Pennance, of which no precept is given us by Chris, much 
leſs any neceſſity of it aflerted in order to eternal Salvation ? Tf this then 
be all your ground of condemning Proteſtants, they may rejoyce in this, 
That your reaſons are as weak as your malice ſtrong. But it would be 
more fit for you to enquire, Whether ſuch who live and dye in ſuch a 
height of uncharitableneſs (whether with or without the Sacrament of 
Pernance ) can be in any capacity of eternal Salvation? For that is a plain 
violation of the Laws of Chri#t, this other even among your ſelvesa dil- 
putable 1»ſtitution of Chriſt ; and by many ſaid,” nut to be at all of that 
Medins de neceſſity, which you iuppole 1t to be. For neither Medina, nor Maldonate 
Copfeſſ. 7.3% even ſince the Conncil of Trent dare affirm,the denyal of your Sacrament of 
at ds TPennanceto be Hereſie 5 and muſt then the fouls of all Proteſtants be lent to 
Sac/am, 1.2. hell, for want of that, which it is queſtionable, wherker it were In{tituted 
=o by Chrift or no. But if this Sacrament of Pexrance be lo neceſlary to Sal- 
vation, that they cannot be ſaved who want it, What becomes then of all 

the Primitive Church which was utterly a ſtranger to your Sacrament of 

Pennance (as thall be manifeſted when vou delire 1t)2what becomes of the 

Greek Church which as peremptorily dcnics the neceſlity of it as Proteſt arts 

do ? Beth which you may t1d con'ciicd and proved by Father Barns, and 

many teſtimonies of your own Authours are brought by him againſt the 

Divine Injiztution and necejſity of it. , Who very in- 

| <0 ELoranſe Fury genuoultly cuntuties, That by the Lew of Christ, juch a 
CERT iq  muoſsſtus 1: One by the ſentence of very many Catholicks, may be pro- 
us probit ſe veham babeie fidem & that'= HOYYNCA ubſolved before G od. who manifeſts the truth 
age © 5. nog 7 4p as Ep Of tis Faith amid Charity, aithough he arſcovers not a 
R$. de pznit. confell, & lativaftione, 20d of the number or 77e:44t of his fins, What un- 
rcalcnable,as well as uncharitable,men are you then, 

to alert, That #0 Proteji ants can oſcape dammation for want of that, _ 
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ſo many among your ſelves make unneceſlary for the pardon of fin? But 
it is juſt with God, that thoſe who are ſoready to condemn others, ſhould 
be condemned by themſelves : and if your Coniciences do not condemn 
you here, your Sentence may be the greater in another world. 
Your ſecond Argument againſt Proteſtants is, Becauſe they want certain- 58. 6, 
ty of Faith by denying the Infallibility of Church and Conncils ; but this P-394+ 
hath been ſo throughly fitted already, that I ſuppoſe none who have read 
the preceding diſcourſes will have the leaſt cauſe to ſtick at this: and 
therefore we proceed to the Vindication of your cenſures from being 
guilty of the wart of Charity. For you are the men, who weuld have us 
thank God, when you condemn us to hell, that we eſcape ſo; and are angry 
with us, that we do not believe-that you moſt entirely love ws, when you 
Judge us to eternal flames, For, you lay, that your denyal of Salvation to 
#s is grounded even upon Charity, If it beſo, you are the molt charitable P. 395 
people in the world, tor you deny Salvation to all but your ſelves and ſome 
Heathens. * But, fay you, If Salvation may be had in your Church as Prote- 
ſtants confeſs, and there be no true Church or Faith but one, it folfoes that ont 

of your Church there is no Salvation to be Bad, To which his Lordſhip had 

fully anſwered, by ſaying, Tis tre, there is but one true Faith, and but one 0.184; 
true Church :, but that one both Faith and Church js the Catholick Chriſtian, 

not the particular Roman. So that this paſlage is a meer begging the que- 

ſtion, and then threatning upon it, without all reaſon or charity. And 

all your declamations about the way of knowing the Dodrine of ihe Catholick þ 206 
Church, have been ſpoiled by what hath been ſaid already up« nth at ſub- 

ject. We come therefore to that which is the proper bulincſs of this 
Chapter,which is to examine the ſtrength cf that Tference which is drawn 

from the Proteſtants conceſſion of the poſſzbility of Salvation in your 

Church, viz. That thence it follows, that the Roman Church and Religion js 

the ſafer way to Salvation, Twothings his Lordſhip obſcrves the force of 

this Argument lyes in, the one dire&ly expreſſed, viz. 1he conſent of both ®+*35- 
parties of the poſſbility of Salvation in the Roman Church ;, the other upor 

the By, VIz. That we cannot be ſaved becauſe we are out of the Church. And 

of theſe two he ſpeaks.in order, Firſt he begins with the confeſſzor : as to 

which his Anſwer lyes in three things, 1. That this was the way of the 
Donatiſts of old, and would hold as well for them as the Church of Rome. 

2. That if the principle on which this Argument proceeds be true, it will be ' 
more for the advantage of Proteſtants then of your Church, 3. That the prin- 

eple it ſelf is a contingent Propoſition, and may juſtifie the greateſt Hereſies in 

the world, 'By this methodizing his Lordthips dilcourle, we ſhall the bet- 

ter diſcern the ſtrength of your Anſwers to the ſeveral particulars of it. 

In the firſt place he thews How parallel this is with the proceedings of the 

Donatiſts ;, for both parts granted that baptiſm was true among the Donatiſts, Þ- 286. 

but the Donatiſts denyed it to be true baptiſm among the Catholick, Chriſtians, 
and therefere on this principle the Donatiſts ſtde is the ſurer ſide , if that prin- 
ciple be true, That it is the ſafeſt taking that way which the differing parties 
geree on. To this you Anſwer nothing, but what will ſtill return upon 
your ſelves and diſcover the weakneſs of your Argument. For the crimes 
of Schiſm, and unſoundaeſs of Faith,are (till as chargeable upon you though 
we may grant a poſlibility of Salvation to ſome in your Cþxrch.And I can- 
not poſſibly diſcern any ditterence between the judgment of the Catholicks 
concerning the Doxatiſts,and ours concerning you z, tor,it they judged the 
Donatiſts way very dangerous becanle of their unchoritablexeſs to all _— 
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ſo do we of yours;but if they,notwithſtanding that, hoped that the miſled 
people among them might be ſaved 3 that is as much as we date ſay con- 
cerning you. - And you very much miſtake, it you think the centrary, 
For his Lordſhipno where ſaith, as you would ſeem to impoſe upon him, 
That a man may live and dye in the Roman Church, and that none of hjs ey. 
rours ſhall hinder ſalvation, whatſoever motives he may know to the contrary, 
But on the other ſide, he plainly faith, That he that lives in the Roman 
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Church believes, And he that doth ſo, Twill not ſay, is as guilty, but guilty 
he is more or leſs, of the Schiſm which that Church firſt cauſed by her corruption: 
and now continues by them and her power together. And of all ber damnable 
opinions too, and all other ſins alſo, which the Do@rine and miſ-belief of that 
Church leads him into. Jadge you now, I pray, Whether we think other- 
wiſe of thoſe in your Church, than the Orthodox did of the Donatiſts £ $9 
that if che Argument doth hold for you, it would as well have held for 
them roo. And therefore his Lordſhip well inferrs, That this Principle, 
That where two parties are diſſenting, it # ſafeſt believing that in which both 
parties agree, or which the averſary confeſſes, may lead men, by your OWN £01- 
felſion, into known and dammable Schiſm and Hereſie ; for = you jay, the 
Donatiſts were guilty of. And ſuch his Lordſhip faith, there is great dax- 
ger of.zn your Church too, for, ſaith he, in this preſent caſe there's peril, great 
peril of dammable., both $chiſm and Hereſie, and other ſins, by living and dy- 
zng in the Roman F aith, tainted with J/; many ſuperſtitions, as at this dy yy it is, 
and their tyranny to boot. I pray now bethink your ſelf, What diflerence 
is there, between the Orthodox judgement of the Doratiſts,and ours,con- 
cerning your Church? And therefore the compariſon between Petiliarn 
the Dozatiſt, and his Lordſhips adverſary holds good (till ; for, all your 
Anſwer depends upon a niiſtake of Proteſtants granting a poſſability of $al- 
vation, as | have already ſhewed you. And, in what way loever you lj- 
mut this agreement, you cannot poſſibly avoid, but.that it would equally 
hold as to the Doratiſts too 3 for the conceſſion was then as great, in order 
to Salvation, as 1t 15 now. ' 
But,you fay, Whether he aſſerts it or no,it muſt need; follow ſfor the Biſhops 
Principles, that there can be no peril of damnation by living and dying in the 
Roman Church, becauſe he profeſſealy exempis the Ignorant, and grants as 
much of thoſe who do wittingly and knowingly aſſociate themſelves to the groſs 
ſuperſtitions of the Roman Church, if they hola the Foundation Chriſt, and 
live accordingly 5 From whence you argue, That if neither voluntary nor 
involuntary ſuperſtition can hinder from Salvation, then there 3s confeſſedly 
20 perib of damnation in your Church. Aud yet his Lord(hip faith, A Pro- 
teſt ants unanimouſly agree in this, 1hat there s great peril of damnation for 
any man to livg and dye in the Roman Perſwaſcon. And therefore (laith he) 
that is a moſt notorious ſlander, where you ſay, that they which afſirm this pe- 
ril of damnation, are contradided by their own more learned Brethren, By 
which welſee the unjuſtice of your proceeding, in offering to wreſt his 
Lordfhips words contrary to his expreſs meaning : and fince all your 
Argument depends upon your adverfariecs conteflion, you ought to take 
that confeſlion in the moſt clear and perſpicuous terms, and to underſtand 
all obſcure expreflions ſuitably to their often declared ſenſe. Which if 
you had attended to, you would never have uncertaken to prove that his 
Loxdihip grants, that there is no peril of damnation in your Church, 
which he fo often difavows, and calls it, a #29! notorious ſlander; m_ 
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moſt loud untruth, which no ingennous man would ever have ſaid. And even 
of thoſe perſons whom he ſpeaks moſt favourably of, he ſaith, That although 
they wiſh for the aboliſhing the ſuperſtitions in uſe, yet all he grants then is, a 
poſſibility of Salvation, but with gxtreme hazard to themſelves, by keeping 
cloſe to that which'is ſuperſtition, and comes ſo near Idolatry. Are thele then 
ſuch expreſſions which import 20 peril of damnation in the Roman Churth £2 
And therefore when he ſpeaks of the poſſzbility of the Salvation of ſuch 
who aſſociate themſelves wittingly and knowingly to the groſs ſuperſtitions of the 
Romiſh Church ; he declaresſufficiently, that he means 1t not of thoſe who 
do in heart approve of them, but only of ſuch, who though they are con- 
vinced they are groſs ſuperſtitions, yet think, they may communicate with 
thoſe who uſe them, as long as they do not approve of them, Which er- 
rour of theirs, though he looks on it as dangerous, yet not as wholly de- 
{tructive of Salvation. But ſince, your Anſwer to this, is, That he miſtakes 
_ very much, in ſuppoſing ſuch perſons to belong to your Church and Communion: 
you are not aware , How much thereby you take off from theProte- 
{tants Confeſſion, fince thoſe whom we contend for a poſſibility of Salva- 
ton for, are ſuch only whom you deny to be of your Churches Communion, 
and ſo the Argument ſignifies much lefs by your coxfeſſzon, than it did be- 
fore. Thus we ſec, how this Argument upon the ſame terms you manage 
it againſt us, would have held as well in the behalf of the Donatiſts againſt 
the Communion of the CatholickChurch, For what other impertinencies 
you mix here and there, it is time now to paſs themover, ſince the main 
grounds of them have been fo fully handled before. 

We therefore proceed to the Goon Anſwer his Lordſhip gives to this Ar- 
gument, viz, That if the Principle on which it ſtands, doth hold, it makes 
more y = the advantage of Proteſtants, than againſt them. For if that be ſafeſt 
which both parties are agreed in, then 1. Tox are bound to believe with us 
in the point of the Euchariſt, For all ſides agree in the Faith of the Church of 
England, that in the moſt bleſſed Sacrament, the worthy Receiver is by his 
Faith made ſpiritually partaker of the true and real body and blood of Chriſt, 
truly and really, and of all the benefits of his paſſion. Tour Roman Catholicks 
add a manner of this preſence, Tranſubſtantiation which many deny; and the 
Lutherans Conſubſtantiation, which more deny. Tf this Argument be good 
then, even for this conſent it is ſafer communicating with the Church of Eng- 
land, than with the Roman br Lutheran; becauſe al/ agree inthis Truth, not 
in any other Opinion. You ſay, This can hold no further than communicating 
in the belief of thjs Opinion: let that be granted,and,Doth it not then tollow, 
that the Church of England's Opinion is the ſafeſt upon your own ground ? 
No, ſay you, for it is not ſuch a common conſent as doth exclude the manner of 
preſence, by tranſ-, or conſubſtantiation. But, How lenfleſs an Anſwer is this ! 
for the Argument proceeds 1o far as all are agreed : and the Church of 
England alerting that real preſence, which all acknowledge as ſimply neceſ- 
ſary, in order to the ctiects of it > her Communion is more defirable on 
this account, than of cither of thoſe Churches which offer to define the 
manner of Chriſt's prelence;ſince even the greateſt men of your perſwaſion, 
as SwareZz and Bellarmin allert the belict of Tranſubſtantiation not to be 
[mply neceſſary to' Salvation,and that the manner of it is ſecret and ineffable.lt 
is therefore quite beſide the purpoſe, when you ofter to prove,that Suarez 
believed Tranſubſtantiation : tor, although he did fo, yet ſince he grants it 
not ſimply neceſſary to do it; his Lordihips Argument in behalf of the 
Charch of England holds firm (till, unleſs you can prove, that Swarez held 
the 
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the belief of that to be as zeceſ/ary, as the belict of the real and ſpiritual pre. 
ſence of Chriſt.” But you, after, attempt at large to prove, that the real pay- 
ticipation of Chriſt in the Sacrament in your ſenſe, is quite different ſrom that of 
Proteſtants: If you mean a corporalparticipation, indegd it is1o 3 but that 
is not it, which is now enquired after ; but, Whether you do not allow 
any real and ſpiritual preſence of Chriſt, belides the corporal manducation of 
that you call his body by Tranſubſtantiation. It you do not, you would do 
well toſhew, what efe@s that hath upon the ſouls of men ; if you do.then 
{till the Church of England ifof the ſafer fide, which holds that in which 
all are agreed. Whichis as much as we are here concerhed to take ng- 
tice of, as to this ſubje&t, the Controverhe it {clt having been fo lately 
handled. 2. His Lordſhip inſtances, iz the Article of our Savieur C briſt's 
deſcent into Hell ;, both are agreed as tothe Article of deſcent, but the Church 
of Rome differs in the explication; therefore it is ſafer holding with the 
Church of England, which owns the Article without defining the manner, 
But, you ſay,He proceeds on: a falſe ſuppoſition, for both are not agreed, what 
is meant by Hell, whether it be the place of the damned or no : But this doth 
belong to the manner of Fxplication, and not to the Article it (elf , 
which both equally own, and therefore the Church of England hath the 
advantage there. 3. He inſtances, in the Inſtitution of the Sacrament in both 
kinds ; ir which it is agreed by both Churches, that Chriſt did inſtitute it ſo, 
and the Primitive Church received it ſo. Therefore according to the formey 
Rule,tis ſafeſt ſor a man to receive the Sacrament in both kinds, This (you 
ſay _) is as little to the purpoſe as the former, becauſe you do not agree that he 
did it with an intention,or gave any command that it ſhould be alwaies ſo recei- 
ved;but ſtill you are quite beſides the bufineſs;tor that is not our Queſtion, 
but, Whether it be more ſafe to adhere to that which Chriſt inſtituted, 
and the Primitive Church praGiſed, as you contels your ſelves; Or to your 
Church, which prohibits the doing that which von confeſs CEriSf, and the 
Primitive Church did ?And we ſce, how great your Charity is, when you de- 
ny a poſſibility of Salvation to thoſe who aſſert that Chriſts Trſtitution 1s unal- 
terable, or that all who communicate are boin-4 to receive in both kinds. For 
all other things concerning this ſubject, I mutt reterr the Reader to the 
precedent Chapter, in which they are fully Giſcuſled, 4. The diſſenting 
Churches agree, that in the Fuchariſt there is a ſacrifice of duty, and a ſacrifice 
of praiſe, and aſacrifice of commemoration. Therefore it is ſafeſt to hold to 
the Church of England in this, and leave the Church of Rome to her ſuper- 
ſtitions that Tſay no more. Here you (ti]l pretend, you differ in ſenſe ; but 
a!l this is only to ſay, you aſſert more than we do; which we grant, but 
aſlert upon your Principle, that we are onthe ſafer ſide. And fo in the 
intention of the Prieſt you agree with us as to the weceſſity of matter aud form, 
and therefore it is ſafer bolding to that, than believing the neceſſty of the 
Prieft's intention, which many deny, And it the Rule doth hold, as you al- 
{crt, That that which both arc agreed in, 1s fater than the contraryz it will 
hold in matter of Opinion too, that it is ſafer to believe no more is necet- 
ſary tc the Sacrament, than both partics arc agreed in. The laſt Inſtance 
is, Thai we ſay, there are drvers errours, and ſome groſs ones, in the Roman 
Aliſjals but you conſe there is nopoſttive errour inthe Liturgy of the Church 
of Engiand , and therefore it is ſafeſt to worſhip God by that, and not by the 
Roman 479, This you anlwer as all the reft, by running ofi from the bu- 
lmeſs ; for, you lay, 11 carnot be ſafer to uſe th1t,, becauſe you Catholicks ſay, 
That to uſe H in ceuterntt of tle Roman Aftljal 38 certainly dawmable ſin, and 
deſtructive 
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deſtrutive of Salvation. But, as it is not material what you lay in this caſe, 
ſo jt is not at all to the purpoſe; for, if your Rule holds good, it muſt be 
ſafer 3, and, if it be not, you mult conteſs the Principle 1s Fe, That what 
both parties agree in, is the ſafeſt to be choſen in Religion. The ſame might 
be at large proved concerning the main things in difference between us; 
that, if this Principle be true, we have very much the advantage of you : 
as, You and we are agreed, that the Scripturs is God's Word, but we deny 
that Tradition is lo, therefore it is ſafer adhering to the Scripture, and let 
Tradition ſhift for it ſelf, You and, weare agreed that there are ſufficient 
Motives of Credibility, to believe the Scripture ; but we deny that there 
are any ſuch Motves to believe the preſent Churches Infallibility ; there- 
fore it is ſafer to believe the Scripture, than the preſent Church, So that 
this Principle, if improved by thele,and other 1:ſtances,will redound more 
to our advantage, than yours, conlidering that in the caſe we grant it as 
to you, it is joyned with a Proteſtation of the extreme hazzard which thoſe 
run, who venture on your Communion, on the account of it; but there is 
no ſuch danger upon the agreement with us in thoſe Principles which are 
agreed upon between us. | 
9. His Lordſhip anſwers truly, that this Propoſition, That in point of Faith 
and Salvation, tis ſafeſt for a man to take that way which the adverſary con- 
feſſes, or differing partics agree in, is no Metaphyſical Principle, but a bare 
contingent Fropoſition, and may be true or falſe as the matter is to which it is 
applied, and ſo of no neceſſary truth in it ſelf, nor able to lead in the Concluſion. 
Becauſe conſent of diſagreeing parties, is neither Rule, nor Proof of Truth. For 
Herod and Pilate, diſagreeing parties enough. y2t agreed againſt Truth it ſelf. 
But Truth rather is, or ſhould be, the Rule toſrame, if not to force agreement. 
And to prove this further, his Lordſhip ſhews, That if this Principle hold 
good, that 'tis ſafeſt to believe as the diſſenting parties agree, or as the adverſe 
party confeſſes, a man muſt be an Heretick in the higheſt degree, if not an Infi- 
del. For, 1. In the Queſtion between the Orthodox and Arrian concerning 
the Conſubſtantiality of the Son of God with the Father; The Orthodox con- 
feſſed that which the Arrians aſſerted, viz. that Chriſt was of a like nature with 
his Father; but they added more, viz. that he was of theſame nature. Therefore 
pon this Principle it would be ſafeſt holding with the Arrians. 2, In the 
Queſtion about the ReſurreFion;the diſſenting parties agree, that there ought to 
be a Reſurretion from ſin, to the ſtate of grace, and that this ReſurretFion 
only is meant in divers paſſages of Scripture, together with the life of the ſoul, 
which they are content to ſay is Immortal ;, but they deny any Reſurretion of 
the body after death. And therefore if this Principle be true, it will be ſaſc{t 
to deny the Article of the ReſurreFion, 3. In the great Diſpute about the 
Unity of the Godhead, all diſſenting parties, Jew,Turk, and Chriſtian, and all 
ſets of Chriſtians,agree in this, that there is but one God : and ſo by virtue of 
this Principle, men will be bound to deny the Trinity. 4. In the Article of 
the Divinity of Chriſt, The diſſenting parties agree fully and clearly,that Chriſt 
is man; but the Hereticks deny hint tobe God : if it be therefore ſafeſt to go 
by the conſent of diſſenting parties, or the confe)ſton of adverſaries, it will be 
ſafeſt believing that Chriſt is a meer man, and not God, From whence his 
Lordſhip molt evidently proves, That this Rule, Toreſolue a mans Faith in- 
to that, in which the diſſenting parties agree, or which the adverſe party confeſ- 
ſes, is a meer contingent Propoſition, and is as often. falſe as true, And falſe 
in as great, if not greater matters than thoſe, in which it is truc., And where 
it is true, you dare not govern your ſelves by it;;the Church of Rome condemn- 
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ing thoſe things which that Rule proves. And his Lordſhip juſtly admires, 
that while you talk of Certainty, nay, of Infallibility, you are driven to make 
uſe of ſuch poor ſhifts as theſe, which have no Certainty at all of Truth in them, 
but inferr Falſbood and Truth alike. And et for ihis alſo, men will be ſo 
weak, or ſo wilful, as to beſeduced by you. But ncw it is time to take notice, 
what Anſwer you return to theſe pregnant 1-ſtarces which his Lordſhip 
uſes ; and youthink to take off all this by one General Anſwer, viz. That 
the Rule ſpeaks this preciſely, and no more, viz. that when two parties differ iz 
point of Religion, "tis in prudence ſafeſt to take that way wherein both parties 
grant Salvation to be obtainable ; but in the former Inſtances, Salvation was 
z10t allowed by the Orthodox to the diſſenters. Put, how poor an Evaſion 
this is, will be very cafily diſcovered. For, 1. It that Principle be true, 
it muſt be built on that which his Lordſhip diſproves, viz. That when two 
parties diſagree, it is ſafeſt believing that which both conſent in. For, let any 
reaſonable man judge, on what account I ought to make choice of your 
Religion ;, you ſay, Becauſe both parties are agreed that men may be ſaved in 
gour Church; well then, I ask, Why I ought to believe that which both 
parties are agreed in > Doth it not neceſlarily reſolve it ſelf into this Prin- 
ciple, That it is ſafeſt believing that which both parties conſcnt in For if 
this be not ſafeſt, Why ſhould I be more inclined by their conſent, than 
otherwiſe ? Sothat if you let go this, you let go the only foundation on 
which that Principle ſtands. For if the conſenting parties may agree in a 
falſhood, What evidence can I have, but that this 1s one of thoſe falſhoods 
they may agree in?And thereforeit is far from being the ſafeſt way to ven- 
ture upon that which the diſſenting parties agree in. And becauſe Sal- 
vation is a matter of the higheſt moment, if the Principle will not hold as 
to matter of particular Opinion, much leſs certainly in the moſt weigh- 
ty affair of mens eternal Salvation. And it ought to be a fate Principle 
indeed, which men ſhould venture their ſouls upon, and not ſo uncertain 
Topical an Argument as this is. So that it is ſo far from being a matter of 
prudence to make choice of Religion on ſuch a Principle, that no mancan 
be guilty of greater weakneſs or imprudence, than by doing ſo. 2. If this 
Principle ſhould be limited only to a poſſebility of Salvation, yet,as to that, 
It is ealje to diſcover, how falſe and uncertain a principle it is, becauſe it it 
generally the nature of SeFs, to be uncharitable, and to deny Salvation to 
all but themſelves : Whereas the Orthodox Chriſtians in all ages have 
hoped the beſt of thole who were miſ-led among them; and on this 
ground it would ſtill be ſafer to be on the SeFaries, than the Churches (ide. 
You have therefore gained an excellent Principle for the advantage of 
your Church; which, if it hold for you, will hold as well for the moſt #r:cha- 
ritable SeFaries that are in the world, Nay, we may go ſomewhat further; 
and, What think you if Heatherriſm it ſelf will be proved the ſafeſt way to 
Salvation? For many of you agree with them, That rany of them might be 
Javed, without any explicite knowledge of Chrift ; but they deny, you car: be 
Javed by it : If then this Principle be ſound, farewel the Church of Rome, 
and welcome Philoſophy. If you ſay, They are only ſome among you who aſ- 
ſert the poſſibility of the Salvation of Heathens ;, you know, the very ſame 
Anſwer will hold asto us; for, you confels, That many Proteſtants grant 
20 more to you, than you do to them, in order to Salvation. If you ſay, That 
Heathen may be ſaved only on ſuppoſition of a general Repentance ;, that is all 
that any of us ſay as toyou. So that if the Argument will hold one way, 
It muſt the other too ; and it argues, you are very much to ſeek for par 
when 
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when you make uſe of this to perlwade men to be of your Church, And 
you have no cauſe to _—_ in the Converſion of fuch, who ſuffer them- 
{tlves to be impoſed on by 1ſopalpable a piece of Sophiſtry as this is. But 
your way is to deal with the weakelt, and ſuch as are capable of ſuch ea- 
lie izpreſſions as theſe are. 

' His Lordſhip, trom that which was cxpreſled, comes to that which was 
implyed in this Argument, viz. That we cannot be ſaved, becauſe we are out 
of the Church. As to which, he faith, We are not out of the Catholick Church, 


becauſe not within the Roman. For the Roman Church, and the Church of 


England, are but two diſtin members of that Catholick Church, which is 
ſpread over the face of the earth, If you can prove, that Rome is properly the 
CatholickChurch it ſelf. ſpeak out, and prove it. This, you ſay, you have doxe 
already :, but, how poorly, let the Reader judge. But, when you add, 
That in the day of account ,the Roman Church will be found not an elder Sifter, 
but a Mother ; it will be well tor her, if it prove not,only in the ſenſe where- 
in Babylon the Great is called ſo, viz. the Mother of Harlots and abomina- 
tions of the Earth, 

The Controverſte, you tell us, goes 0 touching Rotman-Catholicks Salva- 
tion, and we mult followit ; though without breaking it into feveral 
Chapters, as you do, that ſo we may lay together all that belongs to 
the lame ſubject. And here his Lordſhip diſtinguiſhes the caſe of ſuch, 
whoſe calling and ſufficiency grves them a greater capacity for underſtanding the 
Truth; and ſuch, whom, as $. Auguſtin ſpeaks, the ſemplicity of believing makes 
fafe. S0 that there's no Queſtion, ſaith he, but many were ſaved it: corrupted 
times of the Church, when their leaders, unleſs they repented before death, were 
loſt. Which he underſtands, of ſuch Leaders, as refuſe to hear the Churches 
inſtruFion, or to uſe all the means they can to come tothe knowledge of the 
Truth, For if they do this, erre they may, but Hereticks they are not ;, as is 
moſt manifeſt in $. Cyprian's caſe of Re-baptization. But when Leaders add 
Schiſm to Hereſie, and Obſtinacy to both, they are loſt without Repentance, 
while many that ſucceed them in the errour only without obſtinacy may be ſa- 
ved. Thatis, in caſe they hold theſe errours not ſupinely, not pertinaciouſly, 
not uncharitably, not faFionſly, i. e. in caſe all endeavours be uſed after Truth 
and Peace, and all expreſſions of Charity ſhewed to all who retain an internal 
Communion with the whole viſible Church of Chriſt in the fundamental points 
of Faith, Such as theſe he confeſſes to be in aſtate of Salvation, though their 
miſ-leaders periſh, This is the ſumm of his Lordthips diſcourſe. Which 
you call, a heavy doom againſt all the Roman Dodors in general (tor what 
you ſay before, is a meer declamation and repetition of what hath been 
often examined.) But you ask, How could they be all loſs, who by the Biſhops 
own Principles, were members of the true viſtble Church of Chriſt, by reaſon of 
their being baptized, and holding the Foundation £ But, Doth his Lordihip 
lay, that all ſuch as are within the Church, are undoubtedly faved ? For he 
only faith, That no man can be ſaid ſimply to be ont of the viſible Church, that 
#s baptized, and holds the Foundation, The molt then that can be interred 
meerly from being within the Chxrch, is only, the poſſebility of Salvation, 
notwithſtanding which, I ſuppoſe you will not deny, but many who have a 
poſlibility of Salvation, may yet certainly periſh, For many may hold 
the Foundation it ſelf dofrinally, who may not hold it ſaving!y; and there- 
fore it isa pitiful inference, becauſe he grants they are members of the 

Church, therefore it follows from his Principles, they cannot be loft. But 
you are ina very ſad condition, if you have no other ground for your Sat- 
Kkkk 2 vation, 
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vation, but being members of that which you account the Catholick 


Church, When Chriſt himſelf ſaith, Every branch iu me, that beareth not ſouit 
he taketh away; How much more ſuch, who have nothing elſe to plead for 
their Salvation, but that they are in the Chyrch £ It is not therefore the 
re doFrinal holding that Faith which makes them members of the 
Church, which can give them a title to Salvation ;, unleſs all ſincere endea- 
yours be uſed to find out, what the will of God is, and to praftiſe it when 
it is known. But, you fay, Toxr leaders did not refuſe the Churches inſtry- 
Gions, for they t aught as the Church taught for many hundred years together ; 
and, What other means could they be bound to uſe than they did.to come to the 
knowledge of the Truth? Yes, there were other means which they moſt ſy- 
pinely negleCted themſelves, and moſt dangerouſly with-held from others, 
viz, the plain and undoubted word of God, which is the only Infallible 
Rule of Faith. And let any Church whatſoever teach againſt this, it muſt 
incurr the ſame Arathema which S. Far! pronounces ”m__ an Angel from 
Heaven, if he teaches any other Doctrine. Did thoſe then take care of 
their own, and others ſouls, whoſe greateſt care was to /ock the Scripture 
up from the view ofthe people, and minded it lo little themlelves; which 
yet alone #* able to make men wiſe to Salvation But you take the greateſt 
advantage of his vindication of S. Cyprian and his followers, for therein 
you ſay, He vindicates more the Roman-Catholick Doefors, who bad alwaies 
the univerſal pradice of the Church on their fide which they oppoſed 5 and con- 
demns Proteſtants, becauſe, if $. Cyprian's followers were in ſuch danger for 
oppoſing the whole Church, ſo muſt they be too, who, you ſay, have oppoſed the 
Churches Inſtru@ion given thee by the voice of a General Council. But, Who 
4s ſo blind as not to diſcern that all this proceeds upon a palpable begging 
the Queſtion, viz, that the whole Charchis of your fide, and againſt us ? 
which I have ſo often diſcover'd to be a notorious falſhood, that there is 
no neceſſity at all here to repeat it. But, if we grant you that liberty to 
ſuppoſe your ſelves to be the whole and only Church, you will not more ea- 
fily acquit all your Do@ors, than condemn Proteſtants, both teachers and 
people. However, by this we ſee, that you have no other way to do the 
one, or the other 3 but by ſuppoling what you can never prove,and which 
none in their wits will ever grant you. 

The greateſt part of the thirty ſeventh Paragraph in his Lordſhips Book, is 
(you ſay) taken up with perſonal matters, and matters of fa, in which you 
will not interpoſe and you might as well have ſpared your pains in that 
which you touch at, fince they are ſpent only upon a bare aflerting the 
Greek Church to be guilty of fundamental erroxrs (which we have at large 

diſproved at the very beginning 3 but, as his Lordſhip fſayes, you [:bowr 
ion but like a horſe in a Mill ;, no farther at night than at noon ;, the ſame 
thing over and over again; and fo we find it almoſt to the end of your 
Book) and as vain an attempt to clear your Church from any errour endan- 
gering Salvation. For, Whether the errours of your Chxch be fundamen- 
tal in themſelves, or only by reduction and conſequence ; Whether you 
hold all fardamental points literally, or no; yet it we prove you guilty of 
any groſs, dangerous, and dammable errours (as his Lordſhip aflerts you are) 
that will be abundantly ſufficient to our purpoſe, that. Towrs 'carmot poſ- 
ſobly be any ſafe way to Salvation. And, although we ſhould grant your 
Church right in the expoſition of the three Creeds, yet if you aflert any 
other erroxrs of a dangerous nature, your right expoſition of them can- 
not ſecure the ſoxls of men from the danger they run themſelves upon, by 
embracing 
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embracing the other. So much for the Argument drawn from the poſſi- 


bility of Salvation in the Roman Church, 
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V. 
The Safety of the Proteſtant Faith, 


The ſufficiency of the Proteſtant Faith to Salvation, manifeſted by diſproving 
the Cavils againſt it, T. C's tedious Repetitions paſſed over. The Argu- 
ment from Poſſeſſion at large confider'd. No Preſcription allowable, where 
the Law hath antecedently determined the right. Of the Infallibility of 
Oral Tradition. That, contrary to the received Dodrine of the Roman 
Church ; and in it ſelf unreaſonable. The Grounds of it examined. The 
ridiculouſneſs of the Plea of bare Poſſeſſuon, diſcovered. General Anſwers 
returned to the remaining Chapters, conſiſting wholly of things already diſ- 
cuſſed. The place of $. Cyprian to Cornelius particularly vindicated. T 
proof of Succeſſion of DoFrine lyes on the Romaniits by their own 
Principles, 


A Lthough this Subject hath been ſufficiently cleared inthe Controver- 
[/ fre, concerning the reſolution of Faith; yet the nature of our task 
requires that weſofar reſume the debate of it, as any thing undiſcufled 
already offers it ſelf to conſideration. For I cannot think it a civil way of 
treating the Reader, to cloy him with Tautologtes, or Repetitionsz nor 
can Ithink it a way to fatisfic him,rather by ſome incidental paſſages,than 
by a full and free debate. In all thoſe things then, which we have had oc- 
caſjon to handle already, I ſhall remit the Reader to the precedent dif- 
courſes; but whatever hath the face of being new and pertinent, I ſhall 
readily examine the force of it. The occaſion of this freſh Debate was 
a new Queſtion of the Lady ; Whether ſhe might be ſaved in the Proteſtant 
Faith 2 In anſwering whereof, you lay, The parties conferring are put into 
new heats ; Upon my ſoul (ſaid the Biſhop) you may. Upon my ſoul (ſaid 
Mr. Fiſher) there's but one ſaving Faith, and that's the Roman. Since thc 
confidence ſeems equal on both tides, we muſt examine, Which 1s built on 
the ſtronger reaſon. And his Lordſhip's comes firſt to be exargined;which 
he offers very freely to examination. For, faith he, to believe the Serj- 
pture and the Creeds ;, to believe theſe in the ſenſe of the Ancient Primitive 
Church ;, to receive the four great General Councils ſo much magnified by Anti- 
quity; to believe all points of Dodrine generally received as fundamental in 
the Church of Chriſt, is a Faith, in which to live and dye, cannot but give 
Salvation. And therefore, faith he, Twent upon ſure ground in the adven- 
ture of my ſoul upon that Faith. Beſides, in all the points controverted between 
45.1 would fain ſee any one point maintain'd by the Church of England, that caz 
be proved to depart from the foundation. Tou have many dangerons errours 
about the very fountlation, in that which you call the Roman Faith; but there 
Tleave you to look to your owe ſoul, and theirs whom you ſeduce. Thus far his 
Lordſhip. Two things you ſeem to anſwer 'to this. 1. That ſuch a Faith 
may not be ſufficient. 2. That ours is not ſuch a Faith, 1. That ſuch a Faith 
ray not be ſufficient , becauſe you ſuppoſe it neceſſary to believe the Infallibilzty 
of the preſent Church, and General Councils : But that we are now "mm 
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from a freſh enquiry-into 3 but you would ſeem to inferr it from his own 
p.z2s. principles of ſubmiſsion to General Councils. But by what peculiar Arts you 
can thence draw, that ſome thing elle 1s neceſſary to be believed in order 
to Salvation beſides what hath been owned as Fundamentals in all ages 
I am yet to learn. And ſure you were much to ſeek tor Arguments, w en 
you could not diſtinguiſh between the neceſſity of external ſubmiſhon and 
internal aſlent. ; ; ; 
$. 2, But the ſecond is the main thing you quarrel with, viz. That the 
Eregliſh-Proteſtant F aith is really and indeed ſuch a Faith : and this you un- 
P.zz9. dertake at large to diſprove. You ask firſt, Whether we believe all Seri. 
pture,or only a par of it? weanſwer, All without exception that is $Scrj- 
pture , i.e. hath any evidence that ever it was of Divrne Revelation, In 
this, you ſay, we profeſs more then we can make good, ſeeing we refuſe many 
books owned for Canonical by the Primitive Church, and imbrace ſome which 
were not. But in both you aflert that, which we are lure you are never 
able to defend 3; ſince we are content to put it upon as fair a tryal as you 
can deſire, viz. That the Church of England doth fully agree with the 
Primitive Church, as to the Canon of Scripture. Which hath been alread 
Biſhop (oſczs Made good by the ſucceſsful diligence of a learned Biſhop of our Church, 
Scholaſtical to whom I refer you either for ſatisfaction or confuſion. But you are 
-_ wo the men whoſe bare words and bold affirmations muſt weigh more then 
Scciprure. the greateſt evidence of reaſon or Antiquity, You love to pronounce, 
where you are loath to prove; and think to bear men down with con- 
fidence, where you are afraid to enter the liſts, But our Faith ſtands 
not on ſo ſandy a Foundation to be blown down with your biggeſt words; 
which have that property of wind in them to be leight and loud. When 
you will attempt to prove that the Books call'd Apocrypha have had an 
equal teſtimony of Divine Authority with thoſe we receive into the Canon 
Scripture, you may meet with a turther Anſwer upon that Subje&. 
Juſt as much you ſay to diſprove exr believing Scripture, and the Creeds in 
the Primitive Church; For, you lay, The Fathers oppoſe xs , we deny it : 
you ſay, The Conncils condemn #5, we lay and prove the contrary. You 
P. 336 offer again at ſome broken cvidences of the Popes Supremacy from Conncils 
and Fathers ;, but thoſe have been diſcuſſed already : and the ſenſe of 
the Chxrch at large maniteſted to be contrary to it.But 1 fear your matters 
lye very ill concocted upon your [tomack, you bring them us ſo often up ; 
but I am not bound to dance in a circle becauſe you do ſo. And there- 
forel _ 3 but when I hope todo fo, you pull me back again to the 
* OY Infallibility of Councils and the Church, the queſtion of Fundamentals and 
P.3zz, the GreekChurch; and ſcarce a page between, but in comes again the 
P.334: Popes Supremacy as freſh, as if it had been never handled before. But I 
P.335- Allure you after this rate, I wonder you ever came to an end, for you 
might have writ all your life time after that manner. For the decretal 
Epiſtles (thoſe impregnable teſtimonies) St. Cyprian, Optatws, Hierom, Au- 
ſtin, the Council of Sardica, Epheſus, Chalcedon, and all the baffled and im- 
pertinent proofs you could think on, muſt be preſſed to do new ſervice, 
though they had run out of the Field before. And this you call a General 
Conſent of the Fathers of the Primritive Church ; but I muſt beg the Rea- 
der not to be ſcared with theſe 2izards, for if he touches them they fall 
oft, and then you will ſee them bluſh that they are ſo often abuſed to ſo 
il anend. But this is not the only ſubject (viz. the Popes Supremacy ) 
which you give us ſo often over, but, within.a page or two following, e- 
fer 
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ter again worſhip of Images with as much ceremony as if it had never ap- 
peared ; but till you have Anſwered what I have faid already, all that 
you have here is vain and impertinent : in the next page enter Tranſub- 
ſtantiation: inthe tollowing, exter again Infallibility of Councils, Reſolution 
of Faith, Apocrypha books, Fundamentals, Communion in one kind, &c. to 
the end ofthe Chapter. In all which I find but two things new, the one 
about Pwrgatory, which we ſhall meet with again ; and the other you call 
a Note only by the way, but itisſo rare a one, it ought to be conlidered. 
Which is, That Proteſtants ought to prove their Faith agreeable to that of 
the Primitive Church by ſpecial undeniable evidence ; but they have not the 
like reaſon to require it of you Catholicks (good reaſon for it) but, you lay, 
not that you are unable to do it, (no, who would ever ſuſpect that, who 
reads your book?) but becauſe you are in full and quiet poſſejſuon of your Faith, 
Religion, Church, &c. by immemorial tradition and ſucceſſuon from your 
Anceſtours, that you do, upon that ſole ground of quiet poſſeſſion, juſtly preſcribe 
againſt your Adwerſaries. And your plea, you lay, muſt in all Law and 
equity be admitted for good, till they do by more pregnant and convincing 
arguments diſprove it, and ſhew that your poſſeſſron is not bonz fidei, but 
gain'd by force or fraud, or ſome other-wrongful and unallowed means. To 
this, becauſe I have not yet conſidered it, I ſhall now return the fuller 
Anſwer. And it appears that the proof lyes upon you : For they who 
challenge full and quiet poſſeſſuon by vertue of immemorial tradition and 
Jpeceeen from their 4xceſtours, ought to produce the conveyance of that 
tradition from him who alone could inveſt them 1n that potletiion, For 
although this title of poſſeſſror be of late ſo much infilted on by thoſe who 
ſee the weakneſs of other Arguments and are aſhamed to uſe them, yet 
whoſoever throughly ſearches it,will find it as weak and ridiculous as any 
other. For it is plain in this caſe the full right depends not upon meer 
occupancy, but a title muſt be pleaded, to ſhew that the poſleffion is bone 
fidet;, fo that the Queſtion comes from the bare poſſeſſzon to the goodneſs of 
the title and the validity of it in juſtice and equity. Your title then is 
immemorial tradition from your Anceſtours: but here teveral things are to 
be conteſted, before your preſcription be allowed, 1. I hat no antecedent 


Law hath determin'd contrary to what you challenge by vertue of poſſeſ-. 


for, For if it hath,no preſcription is allowable in it. For, preſcription can 
only take place where the Law allows a liberty for preſcriptioz ; but if the 
Law hath antecedently determin'd againſt it, poſſeſſzon ſignifies nothiag , 
but the liberty to make good the Title, Would any man be {o mad, as 
to think that preſcription of threeſcore years would have been ſufticiont 
in the Judaical Law, when all poſſeſſions were to return to their (irſt 
owners by Law at every. year of Jzbilee ? So then the matter to be en- 
quired here, is, What liberty of preſcription is allowed by vertue of the 
Law of Chrift;, for ſince he hath made Laws to Govern his Church by, it 
is moſt ſenſleſs pleading preſcription, till you have particularly examin'd, 
how far ſuch preſcription is allowed by him. Let us then ſuppole, that 
any of the matters in difference between us, are one way or Other deter- 
mined by him, viz. Whether the Biſhop of Roxe be Head of tlie Church 
or no, Whether the preſent Charch be Infallible or no. What do you 
ſay ? Hath he determined theſe things, or hath henot ? If he hath deter- 
mined them one way or other, it is to no purpoſe in the world to plead 
Poſſeſſion or preſcription 3 tor thele ſignifie nothing againſt Law. $So that 
the queſtion muſt be wholly removed from the plca of poſeſior, and : 
mu 
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muſt be tryed upon this iſe, Whether Chriſt by his Law hath determined 
on your fide or ours ? It may be you will tell me, That in this caſe pre- 


ſcription interprets Law,and that the Churche s poſſeſſion argnes it was the will 


of Chriſt. But ſtill the proof lycs upon your fide, {ince you run your ſelf 
into new bryars ; for you muſt prove that there 1s no way to interpret 
this Law, but by the practiſe of the Church, and which is the apr» v9 
of all, That the Chrch cannot come into the poſlefiion of any thing, but 


what was originally given her by the Legi//ator. Which is a task neceſ. 


farily incumbent on you to prove, and I ſuppoſe you will find ſo much gif. 
ficulty in it, that you had as good run back to Swper Parc Petram,and Paſce 
oves, as undertake to manage it. He that undertakes to prove it impoſſi- 
ble that the Church ſhould claim poſſeſſron by an unduetitle 5 mult prove 
it impoſſible, that the Chxrch ſhould ever be deceived. And herein we 
ſee the excellent way of this proof. For ſuppoſethe matter in diſpute be 
the Roman Churches Infallibility,this,you ſay, you are 7n poſſeſſion of (though 
that be the thing in queſtion) , well, we will ſuppole it, that we may 
diſcern your proofs. I demand then, On what account do you challenge 
this? you ſay, By preſcription, I further ask, How you prove this preſcripti- 
on ſufficient ? you ſay, Becanſe the Church cannot challenge any thing but 
what belongs to her. I demand a proof of that : your Anſwer mult be, 
Becauſe the Church cannot be deceived ; lo that the proof at laſt comes to 


this, The Church is Infallible becauſe ſhe is Infallible, 


Well, but ſuppoſe this Izfal/ibi/ity challenged, be only an Infallibility of 
Tradition, and not a DoGrinal Infallibility in cither Pope or Councils, Yet 


{till I am as unſatisfied as ever. 


For I ask, Whether amT bound to be- 


lieve what the preſent Church delivers to be Infallible? Tes. On what ac- 
count am I bound to belicye it ? Becauſe the preſent Church cannot be de- 
ceived in what the Church of the former age belicved, nor that in the prece- 


ding, and ſo up till the time of Chriſt, 


But, 1, How canyou aſſure me,the 


preſent Chnrch obliges me to believe nothing, but only what, and ſo far,as 
It received it from the former Church £ What evidence can you bring to 
convince me, both that the Church alwayes oblerved this rule and could 
never bedeceived init? For I ſce the Rowan Church aſlerts, that things 
may be defide in one age, which were not in-another ; at leaſt Pope, and 
Conncils challenge this, and this is the common DoCtrine maintained 
there, and others are looked on as no members oftheir Chxrch who aſſert 
the contrary z but as perſons, at leaſt meritoriouſly, if not analy, excom- 


municate. 


Where then ſhall I fatisfie my f{clf what the ſenſe of your 


Church is, as tothis particular ? Muſt I believe a very few perſons whom 
the re{t diſown as Heretical and Seditious perſons ? or ought I not rather 
totake the judgement of the greateſt and moſt approved perſons in that 
Church £ And theſe diſown any ſuch Doctrine ; but aflert that the Church 
may determine things de fide which were not ſo before : in which caſe I 
ask, Whether, when a thing is de ove determined to be de fide, that 
Church believed as the precedent did,orno? If it did, How comes.any 
thing to be de fide which was not before ? If it did not, What aſſurance 
can I have that every age of the Church believes juſt as the precedent did, 
and no otherwiſe 2 when I ſee they profeſs the contrary. And if a thing 
may be de fide in one age, which was not in a foregoing, then a Church 
may deliver that as a matter of Faith at one time, which was never ac- 
counted ſo before : by which means the preſent Church may oblige me to 
bclieve that as a matter of Faith which never was fo in Chriſt or the Aps- 
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ſilestimes, and lo the Infal/ibility onthe account of Tradition is deſtroyed, 
2, Whar fecurity is there, that inno age of the Church any practiſes ſhould 
come in, which were not uſed in the precedent ? You may lay, Becauſe 
they could not be deccrved what their fore Fathers did; but that ſatisfies not, 
unleſs you prove that all the Church in every age looked upon it (elf as 
obliged to do nothing at all,but what rheir fore-Fathers did.Fer although 
they might know never ſo much what was done by them, if they did not 
judge themfelves bound to obſerve unalterably what they did, this doth 
not hinder at all, but new c»ſ/ozz5 and opinions might be introduced in 
the Ckxrch, And therefore 1 cannot but juſtly wonder, that any men of 
parts who proteſſedly diſown the vulgar wayes of eſtabliſhing the Rozrare 
Church thould think to ſatisfie themſelves with Oral/ Tradition, and cry it 

up as ſo impregnablea thing. Becauſe 10 age of the Church can be deceived 
7n what the foregoing did and taught, Whereas a very little of that rea- 
lon, which thele men pretend to, might acquaint them, that the force of 
it dothnot lye in their capacity to know what was done by others, but in 
therr-ob/zgation not to vary at all from it. For the main weight of the 
Argument — here, That nothing hath been changed in the Faith or Pradije 
of the Church, which being the thing to be proved, the bare knowledge of 
what was believed or practiſed, is not ſufficient to prove it 3 for men may 
know very well what others believe and do, and yet may believe and do 
quite contrary themſelves. But the only thing to be proved in this cafe 

is, That every age of the Church, and all perſons in it looked upon them- 

{clves as obliged,not tovary in any thing from the Doctrine or practile of 
the precedent age. And I pray let me know by what demonltrative 

medium can this beproved ; for noleſs then demonſirations are ſpoken of 
by the magnifiers of this way 3 although-therc be ſolittle evidence in it, 

that it cannot work but upon a very weak underſtanding. Muſt that 

obligation to obſerve all which the precedent age belicved or practiſed be 


proved by reaſon, particular teſtimony, or univerſal tradition £ And let the , 


extollers of this way take their choice, ſo they will undertake to bring 
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cvidence cqual to the weight which depends upon it. It 1s hard to con- | 


ceive what reaſon ſhould inforce it, but ſuch as proves the impolltbility of 
the contrary : And they have xxderſtandings of another mould from others, 
who can conceive it impoſſible that men ſhould not think themſelves 
obliged to believe and do all juſt as their Predecellours did. It particular 
teſtimenies could be produced, they ſigniie no more, then their own 
judgements ; but we are enquiring for the judgement of every age of the 
Church, and the perſons who live in it. And to prove an univerſal tradition 
of this obligation 1s the moſt difficult task of all, for it depends upon the 
truth of that which is to be proved by it. For if they did not think 
themſelves oblized to believe and do what their Predeceſlours did, they 
could not think themſelves bound to deliver fuch an obligation to their 
Poſterity to do it. And therefore you muſt firſt prove the obligation it [elf,be- 
tore you can prove the #niverſal tradition of it. For although one age may 
deliver it, yet you cannot be aſſured that a former age did it tothem; un- 
leſs you can prove, the ſame ſenſe of this eb{1gation ran through themall. 
But this is ſo far from being an »niverſal tradition, that the preſent age 
from which it begins was never agreed in it, as | have ſhewed already. 

3. It is to no purpoſe to prove the im7poſſebility of #otion, when 1 ſee 
men move : no more is it to prove that no age of the Church could vary 
from the foregoing, when we can evidently prove that they havedone it. 
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And therefore this Argument 1s intended only to catch eafie minds that 
care not for a ſearch into the Hiſtory of the ſeveral ages of the Church, but 
had rather fit down with a ſuperficial ſubtilty. than ſpend time in further 
enquiries. For this Argument proceeds juſt as 1t men thould prove the 
world eternal by this medium; The preſent age (ces no alteration in it, and 
they could not be deceived in what their fore Fathers believed, nor they 
intheirs, and ſo on i# i»finitnm ; for no men did ever fee the world made : 
and thercfore it was never made, and ſo eternal. Burt if we go about to 
prove by reaſon the production of the world, or by Scripture to ſhew that 
it was once made, then this oral tradition is ſpoiled. And fo it is in the 
preſent caſe; Theſe men attempt to prove there could never be any altera- 
tion in the Faith or practiſe of the Church fince Chriſts time 3 for the pre- 


ſent age delivers what it had from the precedent , and ſo up till the firſt inſtitu- 


tion of the Church : but in the mean time, it we can evidently prove that 
there have been ſuch alterations in the Church, then it 1s to no purpole to 
prove that impoſſible which we ſee actually done. And this appears,not 
only becauſe the Scripture ſuppoles a degeneracy in the'Chriſtian Church, 
which could never be, if every age of the Church did infallibly þelzeve and 
pradiſe as the precedent up to Chriſts time did ; but becauſe we can pro- 
duce clear evidence, that ſome things are delivered by the preſent Church 
which muſt be brought in by ſome age ſince the time of Chr:St. For which 
I ſhall refer you to what I have faid already concerning Communion in one 
kind, Invocation of Saints , and Worſhip of Images. In all which I have 
proved evidently, that they were not in »/e in lome ages of the Chriſt;a, 
Church ; and it is as evident that thelſc are delivered by the prefent Church : 
and therefore this principle muſt nceds be falſe. For by thele things it 
appears, that one age of the Church may differ in practiſe or opinion from 
another, and therefore this oral tradition cannot be infallible. And yu 
this is the only way whereby a preſcription may be allowed, for this ofters 
to give a ſufficient title if it could be made good. Burt bare poſſeſſron in 
matters of Religion is a moſt ſen{leſs plea 5 and which would juſtite Hea- 
theniſm and Mahbumetiſm as well as your Church. 
2. It were worth knowing, What you mean by full and quiet poſſeſron of 
Jour Faith, Religion, and Church, which you ſay you were in, Either you 
mean, that you did believe the DoCtrines of your Church your ſelves, or 
that we were bound to bclieve them too. If you mean only the former, 
you are in as full poſſeſſzo of them as ever, for I ſuppoſe all in your Church 
do believe them ; if you intend by this poſſeſſzor, that we ought to believe 
them becauſe you did, this is a preſcription indeed , but without any” 
ground or reaſon, For even Tertu//ian whom you cite for preſcribing 


76:1u.de virg- againſt Hereticks, ſaycs, That nothing can be preſcribed againſt truth, Non 
v4l11d, cap. 1+ ſpatium temporum, non patrocinia perſonarum, non privilegium regio- 


num. Nether length of time, nor authority of perſons, nor priviledge of 
places, It you ſay, It was truth you were in poſſeſſnon of, that is the thing 
to be proved ; and if you can make that appear we will not diſturb your 
poſſeſſion at all. But you mult be ſure to prove it by ſomething elſe be- 
tides your gquict and full poſſeſſion 3, unlels you can prove it impoſſible that 
you ſhould be pollciled of talſhoods; But we have evidently ſhewr. 
the contrary already, And it we examine a little further what this 
Poſſeſsion is, we ſhall ſee what an excellent right it gives you 
to preſcribe by. You were poſlefled of your Faith, Religion, and 
Ctnrch, 3. ec, you did believe the Rowan Church Tnfallible, you be- 
licved 
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lies.4 the Popes Supremacy, Tranſubſtantiation, Purgatory, @c. * 
Anc whatthen 2 Do you not believe them ſtill 2 Yes doubtleſs. But, 
What is your quarrel with us then? Do we hinder you the Pofſc;ſzor of 
them 2? No, but we ought to believe them too. But, Why lo? beranſe you are 
in poſſeſſwon of them. What, Muſt we then belicve whatever you do, whe- 
ther it be true or falſe? If this be the meaning of your Pofeſſzor, you 
ought well to prove it, or elſe we ſhall call it Uſurpation. For it is a moſt 
ridiculous thing for you to talk of Poſſeſſzon, when the Queſtion is, Whe- 
ther there be any ſuch things in the world or no, as thoſe you ſay you are 
polletled of 2 We deny your Churches Infallibility, the Popes Supremacy, 
Purgatory,&c. You mult firſt prove there are \uch things iz: rerun naturd, 
as Purgatory, Tranſubſtantiation, &@c. before you can ſay, you are poſſeſſed of 
them : You mult convince us, that your Church is Infal/ible, and that the 
Pope was made Head of the Church by Chriſt, and then we will grant you are 
in full poſlefſion of them, but not before. So that you lee, the Queſtion is 
not concerning the manner of Poſſeſ/cor, but ofthe things themſelves,which 
you call your Faith, Religion, and Church, in oppolition to ours; and there- 
fore it is impoſlible to plead Preſcription, where there never was any Pof- 

ſelſion at all. And therefore you clearly miſtake when you call us, The 
Aeereſ/ors, for you are plainly the Zmpoſers in this caſe, and quarrel with us 
for not believing what you would have us ; and therefore you are bound 
to prove, and not we. So that there 1s nothing you could challenge any 
Foſſejſron of in the Church of England, but ſome Anthority which the Pope 
had, which you elſewhere confeſs he might he deprived of, as he was in King 
Henry's tizze ; and which we offer to prove that he was not Poſſeſſor bone 

fidei of, but that he came to it by fraud and violence, and was deprived of it 

by a legal Power, Thus have fully examined your Argument from Poſ- 
ſeſſion, becaule it preſents us with ſomething which had not been diſcuſ- 
ſed before. 

But having taken a view of all that remains, I find that it conliſts of a (5, », 
bare Repetition of the Controverſies before diſcutled, eſpecially concern- & 
ing the-certainty and grounds of Faith, the Infallibility of the Church, and 
General Councils, and the Authority of the Roman Church 5 So that if you 
had not an excellent faculty offaying moſt, where there is leaſt occaſion, 
I ſhould wonder at your deſign in ſpending ſeveral Chapters in giving the 
ſame things, under other words. Unleſs it were an ambition of anſwer- 
ing every clauſe in his Lordſhips Book, which carried you to it, though 
you only gave over and over what you had ſaid in many places before. 
Which 1s a piece of varity I neither envy you for, nor ſhall I ſtrive to imi- 
tate you in; having made it my endeavour to lay thoſe grounds in the 
handling each Controverſic, that there ſhould not need any ſuch fruitleſs 
repetitions as you here give us. His Lordſhip, though he complains much 
of it, was forced by his Adverſaries 1importunity to return the ſame An- 
ſivers in effe&t, which had been given before by him in the proper places z 
but, whoſoever compares what his Lordſhip faith, with what you pretend 
to anſwer, will find no neceflity at all of my undergoing the ſame tedious 
and weariſome taſk. Inſtead therefore of a particular Anſwer, I ſhall 
oive only ſome general ſiriFures on what remains of theſe ſubjects, where 
thereis any appearance of difficulty; and conclude all with the examina- 
tion of your Defence of Purgatory, that being a ſubject which hath not yet 
come under our enquiry. Your main buſineſs is to perſwade us, that yours 


3s the only ſaving Faith; which you prove by this, The ſaving Faith 3s but 
LIII 2 one, 
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one, yours is confeſſed by us to be a ſaving Faith ſtill; therefore yours is the oy. 
ly ſaving Faith, But if you had conſidered on what that confection depends, 
you could have made no Argument at all of it z for, when we fay, thar 
your Faith is ſaving, We mean no more but this, that you have fo much 
of the common truths of Chriſtianity among you, that there is a poſſibility 
for men to be ſaved in your Church ; but, Doth this imply, that yours is a 
ſaving Faith, inthat ſenſe wherein it is ſaid, There 15 but.one ſuvirg Faith 2 
for in that Propoſition it is underſtood of all thoſe common ftundamenta! 
Truths, which the Chriſtian Church of all agcs hath been agreed in And 
the ſaying, There is but oxe ſaving Faith, is of the ſame tenle with the fay- 
ing, There is but ove tre Religion in the world. 

The ſubſtance of what you would inferr from the ſaying of Athanaſius his 
Creed, Which if a man keeps whole and inviolate (as you would have jt) 
is this, That a man is equally bouxd to believe every Article of Faith, But yo 
cannot mean,that it is ſimply neceſlary to do it, for that-you diſclaim el{-- 
where, by your diſtinCtion of things neceſſary from the matter and the for! 
reaſon of Faith 3 and therctorc it can only be meant of tuch to whom thote 
objeFFs of Faith are ſufficiently propoſed, and ſo far we acknowledge it too, 
that it is nece{lary to Salvation for every man to believe that which heis 
convinced to be an object of Faith. For otherwile ſuch perſons muſt call 
in queſtion God's Veracity ;, but if you would hence make it neceſlary to 
believe all that your C#xrch propotes for matter of Faith, you mult prove, 
that whatever your Church elivers, is as infallibly truc, as it God himſelf 
ſpake;and when you can perlwade us of this, we {hall believe whatever is 
propounded by her. When you ſay, We cannot believe all Articles of 
Faith on the ſame formal reaſon, Foodhe we deny the Churches Infallibi/ity, it 
is apparent, that you make the Churches teſtimony the formal reaſon of 
Faith; and that you are bound to prove the Church ablolutcly Tnfalible, 
before we can believe any thing on her account. Neither doth it follow, 
Becauſe we deny that, therefore wepick and chuſe our Faith ;, for we believe 
all without reſervation, which you, or any man can convince us was ever 
revealed by God. As to what at large occurrs here again, about the T»fal- 
libility of Conncils ;, there is nothing but what hath been ſufficiently an- 
{wered on that ſubject ; and foreſerving the Queſtion of Pargat ory, which 
1s here brought in by his Lordſhip, as a further Inſtance of the crrours 
of General Conncils ; T pals on to the two laſt Chapters : In which we meet 
again with the objefted inconveniencies, from queſtioning the Infallibility 
of the Charch and Conncils, That then Faith would be uncertain, and private 
perſons might judge of Conncils, and if they may erre in one, they may erre in 
all; as freth as if ticy had never bcen heard of before. Only the Argu- 
ment from Koz. 10. 15. That becauſe none can preach except they be ſent , 
therefure the preſent Church is Infallible, 1s both new and excellent,on which 
account I Ict it paſs. If your Church,with all her1#fallibility,can dono more, 
as you confeſs, in reference to Hereſtes, but only ſecure the faithful members 
of the Church, who have duc care of themſelves, and perform their duty well to- 
wards their {awful Paſtors 5 you have little caule to boaſt of the great pri- 
viledge of it, and as little reaſon to contend for the neceſlity of it, ſince 
ſo much is done without it, and on ſurer grounds by the Scriptures, and 
the uſe of other means which fall ſhort of Infa//ibility. 

In the beginning of your laſt Chapter, we have a large diſpute concerp- 
ing S. Cypriar's meaning, in his 45. Epiſtle to Cornelius, where he ſpeaks of 
the root and matrix of the Catholick Church, viz, Whether by that, the Ro- 
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an Church be underſtood or no ? His Lordihip faith, Not, and gives ma- 
ny reafons for it : you maintain the contrayy; but the buſineſs may be toon 
decided upon a true ſtatc of the occaſion forkdng that Epiſile, Whici 
in ſhort was this; It ſeems, Letters had been fent in the name of Polycarp 
Biſhop of the Colony of Adrumyttinn, directed to Corneitys at Rome; but Cy- 
prian and Liberalis coming thither, and acquainting the Clergy there with 
the reſolution of the African Biſhops to fulpend communion either with 
Cornelizs, or Novatianws, till the return of Calauonirs and Fortunatys, who 
were {ent on purpoſe to give an account of the proceedings there, the Cler- 
£3 of Adrumyttinm upon this writing to Koxre, Girect their Letters not to 
Cornelius, but to the Roman Clergy, Which Cornelizs (being it ſeems in- 
formed by ſome, as though it were done by S. Cypriar's Counſel!) takes ol- 
tence at, and writcs to Cyprian about it. Who gives him in this Epiſtle 
the account of 1t, that it was only done, that there might be no dillent 
among themſelves upon this difference at Roxze,and that they only ſuſpend- 
cd their ſentence till the return of Caldonivs and Fortunatys, who might 
cither bring them word that all was compoſed at Kozze, or elle fatisfic 
them, Who was the lawfully ordained Biſhop. And therefore, as ſoon as 
they underſtood that Corzelzus was the lawful Biſhop, they unanimouſly de- 
Clare for him, and order all Letters to be ſent to him, and that his commu- 
nion ſhould be embraced. This is the ſubſtance of that Fpiſtle, Bur, it 
ſeems Cornelizs was moved at S. Cyprian's ſuſpending himſclt, as though it 
were done out of dil-fayour to him 5 which Cyprian to clear himſelf of; 
tells him, That his deſign was only to preſerve the Vnzty of the Catholick, 
Church, For, faith he, we gave this advice to all thoſe, who the mean time 
had occaſion to ſail to Rome, ut Ecclefiz Catholicz radicem & matricem 
agnoſcerent & tenerent z that they would acknowledge and hold to the root 
and matrix of the Cathelick Church, by which his Lordſhip underſtands, 
the Unity of the Church Catholick , you, the particular Church of Rome. But 
It 18 apparent, the meaning of this Coxnſe! was, to prevent their participa- 
tion inthe $chiſm, So that if,upon their coming to Rozre, the Schiſnrati- 
cal party was evidently known from the other (which they might,I gran, 
ſoon underſtand there, by the circumſtances of affairs) they ſhould joyn 
themſclves with that part which preſerved the Vnzty of the Catholick 
Church. Which Itake to be the true meaning of S. Cyprian. But in caſe 
the matter ſhould prove diſputable at Koxre, and the matter be reterred to 
other CEnrches, then by virtue of this advice, they were bound to {uſpend 
their communion with etther party, till the CatholickChnrch had declared 
it ſclf. By this account of the bufineſs, all your Arguments come to no- 
thing : for they only prove that which I grant,viz. That in caſe it appeared 
at Rome, W hich was the Catholick party, they were to communicate with it : 
but this was not. becauſe the Catholick party at Rome was the root and m4- 
trix cf the Catholick Church (for on that account the party cf Novatianus 
might have beenſo too, if Novatianss had been lawtul Bifbop) but their 
holding to the root of the Catholick Eburch, would oblige them to commu- 
nicate only with that part, which did preſerve the Unity 'of it. For the 
Controverſie now at Rome was between two parties both challenging an 
equal right; and therefore if S. Cyprian had only adviſed them to commu- 
nicate with the Rowan Church, becauſe that was the root and matrix of 
the CatholickChurch, his advicc had ſignified nothing 3 for the Queſtion 
was not between the Church of Rome, and other Charches, in which caſe it 


might have beenpertinent to have aid, they ſhould adhere to the — 
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of Rome, becauſe that was the root, &c. But when the difference was at 
Rome it (elf between two Biſhops there, this reafon had been wholly im- 
pertinent 3 for the only reaſon proper in this caſe, muſt be ſuch as muſt 
diſcriminate the one party fromthe other, which this could not do, be- 
cauſe it was equally challenged by them both. And had belonged to one 
as well as the other, in caſe Novatianus had proved the lawful Z:/hop, and 
not Cornelius, And therefore the lerſc of Cyprian's words mult be ſuch as 
might givedireCtion, which party to joyn with at Rowe, on Which accounc 
they cannot import any priviledge of the Church of Rome over other 
Churches,but only contain this advice,that they ſhould hold to the Unity of 
the Catholick Church, and communicate only with that party which did it. 

This reaſon is ſo clear and evident to me, that this place cannot be under- 

ſtocd of any priviledge of the Church of Rome, above other Churches, that if 
there were nothing elſe to induce me to believe it, this were fo pregnant, 

that I could not reliſt the force of it. 

But beſides this, his Lordſhip proves that elſewhere S. Cyprian ſpeaks in 
his own perſon with other Catholick Biſhops, nos qui celeſi unins caput &þ+ 
radicem tenemns, we who hold the head and root of one Church, by which 
it appears, he could not make the Church of Rome the root and matrix » 
the Catholick; this being underſtood of the Unity and Seciety of the Cathg- 
lick Church, without relation to the Church of Rome : and S. Cyprian writes 
to Cornelins, that they had ſent Caldonins and Fortunatus to reduce the 
Church of Rome tothe Unity and Communion of the Catholick Church; and 
becauſe no particular Church can be the roet of the Catholick , and if an 
were, Jerxſalem might more pretend to it than Rome,and becaulc S.Cypriare 
and his Brethren durſt not have ſuſpended their communion at all, it the 
had looked on the Church of Rome as the root and matrix of the Catholic , 
as Baronins confeſles they did, all which things are largely inſiſted on by 
his Lordſhip, and do all confirns, that hereby was not meant any Authori- 
ty or Priviledge of the Church of Rome above other Apoſtolical Churches, 
which in reſpect of theleſler Churches which came from them. are called 
Matrices Fecleſie, by Tertullian and others. But you are ſtill ſo very un- 
reaſonable, thatthough no more be ſaid of the Church of Rome , than 
might be ſaid of any other Apoſtolical Charch, yet becauſe it is ſaid of the 
Church of Rome, it muſt import ſome huge Authority, which if it had been 
ſaid of any other, would have been interpreted by your ſelves into no- 
thing : For ſo do you deal with us here; for, becauſe it is ſaid, that they 
who joyned with Correlizs, did preſerve the Unity of the Catholick, 
Church, therefore it muſt nceds be underſtood, that the Roman Church is 
the root of the Catholick. But he muſt have a very mean underſtanding, 
that can be ſwayed by ſuch trifles as theſe are : For, Was there not a Ca- 
tholickand Schiſmatical party then at Rome? and if they who joyned with 
Novatianws, did ſeparate from the Catholick, Church, then they who were 
in communion with Cornel;#4, muſt preſerve the Unity of it. And, Would 
not this Argment as well prove the Catholick party at Carthage to be the 
root and matrix of the Catholick Church,as well as at Rome 2 But ſuch kind 
of things muſt they deal with, who are reſolved to maintain a cauſe, and 
yet are deſtitute of better means to do it with. So that I cannot find any 
thing in all your Anſwer, but what would cqually hold for any other 
Churchat that time, which was fo divided as Kome was ;z conſidering the 
great care that then was uſed to preſerve the Unity of the Catholick Church. 
Aud what particularly S. Cyprian's apprehenfion was concerning the m—_ 
an 
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dy, to which place we referr the Reader, if he deſires any further ſatiſ- #499. 


faction. 

Your whole N. 5, depends on perſonal matters concerning the ſatisfa- 
GHion ofthe Lady's conſcience ; but if you would thence interr, That ſhe 
did well to deſert the Proteſtant Communion ; you muſt prove that it can be 
no {in to follow the dictates of an erroneous conſcience. For ſuch, we ay, 
it was in her, and, you denying it, all this diſcourſe fignifics nothing, but 
depends on the truth of the matters in controverſic between us. But you 
moſt notoriouſly impoſe on his Lordſhip, when, becauſe he aflerts the poſ- 
ſoility of Salvation of ſome in your Church, you would make him fay, That 
it isno ſin to joyn with your Chxrch : You might as well ſay, Becauſe he 
hopes ſome who have committed Adzltery may be ſaved, therefore it is no 
fin to commit Adultery, So that while you are charging him fal/ly for al- 
lowing diflimulation, you do that which is more, in ſaying that which 
you cannot but know to be a great untruth. 

If our Religion be not the ſame with yours, as you cagerly contend it is not, 
let it ſufticetotell you, that our Religion is Chriſtianity, let yours be what 
it will. Andifit pleaſe you better, to have a name wholly diſtin& from 
us, yours ſhall be called the Roman Religion, and ours the Chriſtian. If 
you judge us of another Religion from yours, becauſe we do not believe all 
that; ou do, we may judge you to have a ditferent Religion from the 
Chriſtian, becauſe you impole more by your own confeſiion to be belicved 
asneceſlary in order to Salvation, than ever Chriſt or the Apoſtles did. And 
certainly the main of any Religior conſiſts in thoſe things which are ne- 
cellary tobe believed in it, inorder to ctcrnal happineſs, 

In your following diſcourſe, you arelo far from giving us a#y hopes 
of peace with your Church, ' that you plainly give us the realon, why it 
is vain to expect or defire it; which is, that if your Church ſhould 
recede from any thing, it would appear ſhe had erred, and if 
that appears, farewell Tnfa//ibility; and then if that be once 
gone , you think all is gone, And while you maintain it, we are ſo 
far from hoping any peace with you, that the Peace of Chriſtendom may 
ſtill be joyned in the Dutchmans Sign with the quadrature of the 
circle, and the Philoſophers Stone tor the ſign ot the three kopeleſſe 
things, 

How far we are bound to ſubmit to General Conncils, hath been fo 
fully cleared already, that I need* not go about here to vindicate his 
Lordſhips Opinion from falfity or contradiction; buth which you unrca- 
ſonably charge it with , and that ſtill from no wiſer a ground, than not 
being able to diſtinguith between the ſubmiflion of Obedience and Faith, 
For his Lordthip faith, It may be our duty not to oppoſe General Councils 
in caſe they erre,, and yet it may be no pride not to believe known and groſs 
errours of General Councils ;, and I pray, What ſhadow of a contradiction 
is here? And if itbe pride in usnot to believe grols errours ICON on 
us, Is it not much more intolerable inthem who offer to impole them ? 
What Authority the Pope hath either to order or confirm Comncils ; it 
is not hete a place to enter upon again, fince it hath been fo Jargely dit- 
courſed of in ſo many places. But you torce me, though not to the 
repeticion of matter , yct to the repeating my ſaying that I will nor, 
oftener than I ſhould, but only to ſhew, hovw little you deſerve any fur- 
ther anſwer. | 

There 
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There is nothing now remaining to the ed of your Book, which hath 
not been over and over, even intheſe /aſt Chapters, but only a long dif 
courſe touching Seceſſion , which you ſhew your elf , of how little im- 
portance it is, when, after you have endeayourcd at large to prove the 
neceſſity of perſonal Swcceſſron, you grant, That it is not ſuſſicient without 
ſucceſſion of Dofrine too: And on that account you deny the Greek 
Church to have a true Swcceſſron, And in vindication of Stapletorr, you 
lay, Al the Snccejſion which he and you contend for, is a Sncceſſwon of Pa- 
ſtors, which bold entire both the Unity and the Faith of the Church. So that 
it comes to this at laſt, that you are bound to prove a continual Sxccef- 
fron of all that which you call the Faith of your Chrch in every age from 
the Apoſtles times z if you would have us believe that Doctrine, or own 
your Church for thetrue Church of Chriſt, And thereto re I conclude thele 
general Anſwers with his Lordſhips words 3 17 A. C. I.C. or any Jelnit 
can prove, that by a viſible continued Succeſſion from Chriſt or 4s apejiics to 
this day, either Traxſuiſtantiation in the Euchariſt, or the Eucharijt mn one 
kind, or Purgatory, or Worſhip of Images, or the Intention of the Prieſt of ne- 
ceſſuy in Baptiſm, or the Power of the Pope over a General Conncl, or bzs Te- 
fallibility with or without it, or his Power to depoſe Princes, or the publick 
Prayers of the Church in an unkwown tongue with divers other points have been 

Jo taught: I, for my part, will give the Cauſe, 
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The Senſe of the Fathers concerning Purgatory. 


The Advantage which comes to the Church of Rome, by the Do@rine of Purga- 
tory, thence the boldneſs of our Adverſaries in contending for it. The Senſe 
of the Roman Church concerning Purgatory, explained. The Controverſie be. 
tween the Greek and Latin Church cencerning it. The Difference in the 
Church of Rome about Purgatory. Some general Conſiderations about the 
Senſe of the Fathers, as to its being an Arlicle of Faith. The Doubtſulneſ 
and Uncertainty of the Fathers fucgmuts in this particular, manifeſted 
by $. Auſtin the firſt who ſeemed to \crt a Purgation before the day of 
Judgement. Prayer for the Deac ujed in the Ancient Church, doth not in- 
ferr Purgatory. The Primate of Armagh vindicated from our Adverſaries 
Calumnies. The general Intention of the Church diſtinguiſhed ſfom the pri- 
vate Opinions of particular perſons. The Prayers of the Church reſpeed 
the day of Judgement. 1heleſtinmonies of the Fathers in behalf of Purga- 
tory, examined; particularly of the pretended Dionyſius, Tertullian, 
8, Cyprian, Origen, S. Ambroſe, 8. Hicrom, $S. Baſil, Nazianzen, La- 
Ctantius, Hilary, Gregory Nylien, &c. And not one of theme aſſerts the 
Purgatory of the Church of Rome. S. Auſtin doth not contradit himfelf 
about it. i.e DeGrine of Purgatory n0 elder than Gregory 1. and built 
0n Creau'ily and Superſirtion. The Churches Infallibility made at laſt the 
Foundation of the belief of Purgatory. The Falſity of that Principle : and the 
whole concluded, 


"Hele general Anſwers being diſpatched, there remains only now this 
Queltion concerning Pargatory to be dilcuſled, Which being the 
great 
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great Diana of your Church, no wonder you arc ſo much diſpleaſed at his 


Lordſhip for ſpeaking againſt it ; for by that mcans your craft is in dan- 
ger to be ſet at nought, There being no Opinion 11 your Chrrch which 
brings in a more conſtant revenue, by A1a/ſes for the dead, and Induleen- 
cies, beſides Caſualties, and Deodands, by dying pcrions, or their fricuds, 
in hopes of aſpeedier releaſe out of the, pains of Purgatory. So that if 
this Opinion were once out of Conmtenance in the world, you would loſe 
one of the beſt Arts you have of upholding the Grandenr of your Church, 
For then farewel Idulgences, and years of Jubilee 5 tarewcl all thoſe 
rich Doxations which are given by thoſe at their death, who hope by that 
means toget the ſooner out of the Suburbs of Hell, to a place of reſt 
and happineſs. For, What Engine could poſlibly be better contrived to 
extort the largeſt gifes from thole whole riches were as great as thcir ſins, 
than to perſwade them, that by that means they would be looner deli- 
vercd out of the Flames of Purgatory, and nced not doubt but they ſhould 
come to Heaven at laſt? And, Would not they be accounted great Fools, 
that would not live as they plealcd in this world, as long as they could 
buy themſelves out of the pains of another ? And by this means your 
Church hath not only eater, but grown fat, by the ſims of the people 3 it be- 
ing truly obſerved by Spalaten{ts, That the Dorine of Purgatory hath becn 
that which hath moſt inriched the Church of Rome 5 which he gives as the 
reaſon of the molt zcalous contending for that Doctrine among thok 

of your party, who tind ſo much advantage by it, And we nught ca- 
ſily belicve there was ſomething extraordinary in it, when you tell us; 
It is therefore firmly to be believed by all Catholicks, that ther? is a Purge ato- 
ry; yea, we are as much bound to believe it, as we are bound 10 believe ( for 
Inſtance ) the Trinity or Incarnation it ſelf's becauſe, ſince it is defined by the 
Church, we cannot lawſully,” or without ſin and peril of dauimnation deny or 
queſtion this doFrine. We had necd then look to our felves, who look 
on this Doctrine as a meer figment, that hath no foundation at all cither 
in Scripture, Reaſon, or Tradition of the Primitive Church ; but much more 

had you need to look to your (elves, who dare with fo much contidence 

obtrude fo deftruftive a Doctine to a Chriſtian life, without any evidence 

of the truth of it, to be believed as much as the Trivity or Incarnation it 
felf 5 which expretſions take them in the mildeſc lenſe you can give them, 

carry a moſt inſufferable boldnefs with them. Bur thele are not all the 

bold words which you utter on this Subject ; tor you lay elſewhere, That 

Bellarmin doth not more boldly, than truly affirm, yea evidently prove, that 

all the Fathers, both Greek and Latin , did conſtantly teach Purgatory 

Jram the very Apoſtles times , and conſequently that it wt be held for an 

Apoſtolical Tradition 4 or nothing can be. $0 then, 1t contidence would 

carry it , we muſt not only tremble at the fears of Purgatory; but we 

muſt firmly believe it as ar Article of Faith, and as a molt undoubted Apo- 
ſtolical Tradition. 

But before we can digeſt thcſe things, we muſt ſee a little more ground] 
for them, thanas yet we do; and therefore you mult be content to hear 
our rcatons, Why we neither look on it as a matter of Faith or Apoſtolical 
tradition; in order to which nothing is more neceltary, then to criquire 
what you mean by Pargatory. For as long as you can ihelter your lelves 
under General words, you think you are fate enough; but when we orce 
bring you to a fuller cxplication of your meaning, Pirgatory i felt 1s not 
half ſo cyident as thoſe i#2poſtures are whereby you would maintain 1t, 
M m m m Luy 
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But for our clear underſtanding this Controveritc, we mulr find out what 
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your Dodrine is concerning it z for, as conkidcnt as you are of it, there are 
not a few among you who are afraid todeclare what you mean by it, 1cſ+ 
by that means the world ſhould fce how far it !s from having foundatigy 
cither in Scripture or Antiquity, We are thercturc told by fume 
either are aſhamed of the Doctrine it ſelf, or loth to batray their cauſe 
(who by declaring themſelves ) that your Church requires no more 
then to believe that there is a Purgatory, tor wich they avouch the Conr- 
cilof Trent, which only defines That the ſound Dodrine concerning Purgs- 
tory ſhould be taught. This was indeed necctlary to be ſaid by fuch who dy 
not at all believe the Rowan DoGrine concerning it, what ever they pre- 
tend ; but rather agree with the Greek Church about the midele ſtate of 
ſouls. But althoygh the Council of Trent did not exprelly detine what 
they meant by Purgatory ; yet the ſenſe of the Conmert concerning it,ts ealic 
to be gathered from the comparing of places together in it. For the 
Council of Trent in the laſt Seſ{on when it patled the decree of Purgatory 
referrs us to two things, by which we may tully underitand the meaning 
of it ; For inthe Preface to the Decree, it ſaith, That the Catholick Church 
had.in this and former Occumenical Councils, taught that there was a Purga- 
tory ; by which we may underſtand, W hat this Purgatory is, which was now 
decreed,and you ſay,we are bound to believe it as an Article of Faith. Now 
in all the former Decrees and Anathematiſmrs of the Council, there is no 
place which ſeems to concern the DoCtrine of Purgatory, lo much as the 
thirtieth Anatherra of the ſixthSeſgon in thele words, 87 quis ita reatum pens 
eternge deleri dixerit ; ut nullus remaneat reatus pene temporalis exſolucnde 
vel in hoc ſeculo vel in futuro in Purgatorio,antequan ad regna celorum aditus 
patere poſfit 5, Anathema ſit. If any one ſhall affirm that the guilt of eternal 
puniſhment is ſo forgiven, as that there remains no guilt of temporal puniſh- 
ment to be paid, either in this life, or hereafter in Purgatory ; before there can 
be any entrance into the Kingdom of Heaven , let them be Anathema, From 
whence it evidently follows, that the Doctrine of Purgatory as it is taughr 
by the Conncil of Trent doth depend upon this principle, That there 3s a 
gnilt of temporal puniſhment remaining after the ſm is pardoned, which tem- 
poral puniſhment is to be ſatisfied for, either in this life, or in Purgatory. S0 
that all thoſe who are in Pargatory are there on that account, that they 
mighr ſatisfie the juſtice of God for the temporal puniſhment of lin. For 
the gxilt of mortal ſz being remitted by the merits of Chriſt, the puniſh- 
ment is ſuppoſed {till to remain, which being exchanged trom eternal to 
temporal by the keyes of the Church, this puniſhment remains to be ſatisfied 
for, in the pains of Purgatory. But this puniſhment being temporal, the 
poſSibility of; a releaſe from them is neceſlarily ſuppoſed betore the day of 
judgement; for the Council of Trent in the Decree of Purgatory. declares 
that the ſozls there detained are relieved by the prayers of the Faithful, and 
eſpecially by the ſacrifice of the Altar. Which, in the 22 Seflion, it faith, 
3 offer 4 pro defunCtis in Chriſto nondum ad plenum purgatis, for the de- 
parted in Chriſt not yet fully purg'd. So that the ſatisfaCtion of the debt of 
temporal puniſhwent which remains when the ſin is pardoned, and the tranſla- 
tion of fouls from thence to Heaven by the prayers of the living and the ſacri- 
fice of the A1aſs, are the main Foundations of the DoCtrine of your Church 
concerning Pzrgatory, 
And this will further appear by the ſtate of the Controverlic between 
the Greekand Latin Church upon this Subject, - For the main thing which 
the 
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the Greeks objected againſt the Latins, was this temporary puniſhment for 

ſin. ina future ſtate : For they ſay,in their Apology delivered into the Conn- 

cil of Baſil, We own no Purgatory fire, nor any temporary puniſhment by fire 

which ſhall have an end ;, for we received zo ſuch thing by tradition, nor doth 

the Eaſtern Church confeſs it. And afterwards ; We deny that any ſouls paſs 1391s. Gre- 
through this fire toeternal fire +, for in ſaying ſo, we ſhould weaken the conſent corun de 1gne 
of the whole Church : and it is to be fear'd, if we ſhould aſſert ſuch a temporary | $0: 66+ 


fire. that people would be apt to believe that all the fire in the other life were 


(Ad. Salma, . 


_ only temporary: by which means they would fall into ſuch neglet and careleſneſs, 
that they would make the more fuel for cternal fire. And therefore they con- 
clude, That they neither have nor ſhall aſſert any ſuch Purgatory fire. But 
vou would ſeem toperſwade us, That the Conteſt between the Greeks and P. 358. 
Latins was only, whether the fire of Purgatory were material or no | For you 
lay, The Greeks in the Council of Florence never doubted in the lealt meaſure, 
nor denyed Purgatory it ſelf,” but only queſtion'd, Whether the fire were mate- 
rial or metaphorical. But if you ſpeak of thoſe Greeks, who held to what 
was generally received in the Greek Church ; you are very much deceived 
therein, for the ſenſe of the Greek, Church was fully delivered by them in 
this Apology, penned, as 1s 4 tne” Marcus Epheſius but the year before 
1 


at the Council of Baſil, and 


ercin they not only difpute againſt the fire, 


but againſt any ſuch ſtate of purgation after this life, by the undergoing 
any temporary puniſhment for fin. For thus that Apology ends ; For theſe 
cauſes the DoFrine propoſed of a Purgatory fire is tobe 
caſt out of the Church, as that which tends to ſlacken the 
endeavours of the diligent, and which hinders then 
from doing their utmoſt to purge themſelves in this life, 


Since another purgation is expefted after it. 
this plain enough for their _ of any ſtate of 
men might ſatisfie 


purgation after this life, by whic 
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for the temporary puniſhment of fin, and be tranſlated out of that ſtate to 

the Kingdom of Heaven £ And thence, although in the Bu of Union pub- 

liſhed by Exgenizs 4. at the concluding the Florentine Council, no more 

was concluded, than that thoſe penitents who departed this life, before they 

had ſatisfied for their former ſins by worthy ſtuits of pennance, ſhould have 

their ſouls purged after death, paznis purgatoriis,with purgatory puniſhments, 

yet Marcus Engenicas utterly refuſed to ſubſcribe it thus 5 which certainly 

he would never have done if all the Controverſie had been only, Whether 

the fire were real or metaphorical. And the whole Greek Church utterly re- 1,2 
fuſed thoſe terms of union, and therefore Alphonſivs 4 Caſtro recounts the caftro.l.12: 
denying Purgatory among the errours of the Greeks. - The Greeks indeed + t*z%s 
do not belicve that any ſouls enjoy the beatifical Viſſon before the day of 
Judgement, and on that account they allow of prayer for the dead, not- 

with any reſpe&t to a deliverance. of fouls out of purgatory, but to 

the participation of their happinels at the great Day. But there is a great 

deal of difterence between this Opinion, and that of your Church; for they 

bclicve all ſouls of believers to be in expectation of the final Judgement - 

but without any temporary puniſhment tor (1n, or any releaſe from that 
puniſhment by the prayers of the living, which your Church aflerts 3 and is 

the proper ſtate of the Qreſtzon concerning Purgatory, Which is not, 
Whether there be any mzzddle ſtate wherein the ſouls of the Faithful may 
continue in expectation of the final conſummation of their happineſs at the 

ereat day; nor, Whether it be lawful in that fenie tor the Church on carth to 
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pray for departed ſouls in order to their final juſtification at the day of Judg- 
ment. Or in St. Pauls language, That God would have mercy on them in that 
day; but, Whether there be ſuch a ſtate, whercin the ſouls of men under- 
0 a temporary puniſhment for ſin, the guilt being pardoned, out of which 
they may be releaſed by the prayers of the /zving, and trantlated from Pyr- 
gatory to the Kingdom of Heaven, before the day of ReſurreFion. This is 
the true ſtate of the 2xeſt;on between us and the Church of Rome: and 
now we come to examine, Whether your Doctrine concerning Purgatory 
be cither an Article of Faith, or Apoſtolical Tradition ; which how conh- 
dently ſo ever you may aſlert, we ſhall find your confidence built on very 
little reaſon. 

Which we may the eaſier believe, ſince there are ſo many among your 
ſelves, who do not think themſelves obliged to own this Loetrine of your 
Church;concerning Purgatory. Nay, we have not only the conietlion of 
ſeveral of your party, that your Doctrine of Purgatory was not known in 
the Primitive Church, as Alphonſus a Caſtro, Rofjenſts, Polydore, Ec. and of 
others, that it cannot be ſufficiently proved from Scripture,as Petrus a Soto, 
P-rionius, Bulexger, whole teſtimonies are produced by others ; but there 
are ſome perſons of note among you, who have expreſly denied the Do- 
frine it ſelf, and confuted the pretended reaſons which are given for it. 
Petrws Picherellus, faith, There is no fuel to be found in Scripture, either to 
kindle or maintain the fire of Purgatory ; and which afterwards he largely 
difproves in hisexcellent Diſcourſe de 254. Father 


Punitio erg9 in Purgatorio eſt ves in opinione Barns acknowledges, That the puniſhment of ſouls FL, 
bumang paſita ; que nec ex Scripturis nec 


Patribis, nec Gonculins deduct poteſt firmiter: + : , : 
Immo, ( ſalvo meliori judicis) oppoſta ſen= on, which cannot be firmly deduced from Scriptures, 


rentia eu conformior videtur. Barns Ca= | do : 
helica, Rom, Pacif, :8. 9.1, D. ad fi. Fathers, or Councils, Tea, (faith he, with ſubmiſſur 


Purgatory, is a thing which lyes meerly in humane opini- 


'to better judgements ) the oppoſite opinion ſeems more 
agreeable to them. But later then theſe, you cannot 
but know, Who it is here at home. rhat hath not only pulF'd down the ſu- 
perſtruCture, but raced the very Foundations of your Doctrine of Purga- 
tory in his diſcourſe de medio Animarum ſtatu : wherein he profeſledly dil- 
proves the Doctrine of your Chxrch (though he is loath to own it to be 
ſo) in this particular, and ſhews at large, that it hath no foundation at all, 
either in Scripture, Antiquity, or Reaſorr, But if your DoCtrine of Purgato- 
7 be to be believed as an Article of Faith, and Apoſtolical Tradition if any 

e; How come theſe diflerences among your ſelves about it 2 How comes 
that Authour not to be anſwered, and his reaſons ſatisfied ? But if you be 
not agreed among your ſelves, What this Article of Faith is, you are moſt 
unreaſonable men, to tell us, We are as much bound to believe it as the 
Trinity, or Incarnation. We ask you, What it is weare bound to belicve? 
Youtell us, according to the ſenſe of your Church, The puniſhment of ſouls 
in a future ſtate, out of which they may be delivered by the prayers of the Faith- 
ful, and tranſlated into the Kingdom of Heaven; Another he denies all this, 
and faith, We ate in effect only bound to believe, That faithful ſouls do not 


. Enjoy their full happineſs till the reſurre@702, and that there is no detiver- 


ance at all out of any ſtate in which mens ſouls are after death, till the day 
of Judgement 3 and that the prayers of the Chnrch,only reſpect that Day; 
but that the former Doctrine-is ſo far from being an Article of Faith, that 
It is cqnatrary to Scripture, Antiquity, and Reaſon, It ſich a ſtate of exper 
cation wherein faithful ſouls are at reſt (out according to different de- 
grccs of grace which they had at their departure hence, and look for the 


day 
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day of ReſurreFion, when they ſhall have a perfe& conſummation of their Es 
blits) were all the Purgatory which your Church aſlerted, the breach might 
be far nearer clofing as to this Article, than now it is. For although we 
find ſome particular perſons ready to give a fair and tolerable ſenſe of 
your Doctrine herein 3 yet we cannot be ignorant, that the General appre- 
henfion and ſenſe of your Church is direCtly contrary ; and thoſe perſons who 
have diſcovered the freedow of their judgements as to this and other par- 
ticulars, know how much it concerns them to keep a due diſtance from 
Rome, it they would preſerve the freedom of their perſons. But you are not 
one of thoſe that hath cauſe for any ſuch fears : tor what ever Zel/arriz 
faith, you are ready to ſwear to it, and accordingly ſet your ſelf to the 
defence of Purgatory upon his principles 5 which are far more ſuitable to 
the Doctrine of your Church, than to Scripture or Antiquity. 

But becauſe this Controverlſie is not managed between his Lordſhip 9g, 5, 
and you about the ſenſe of the Scripture, but the Fathers concerning it ; 
I muſt therefore enquire, Whether your Doftrine of Purgatory were ever 
owned by the Fathers as an Article of Faith or Apoſtolical Tradition, And 
that I may the more fully clear it, before I come to examine your proofs 
for it, I ſhall lay down ſome general conſiderations. 

I. Nothing ought to be looked on as an Article of Faith among the Fathers, 
but what they declare, that they believe on the account of Divine Revelation. 
As to all other things which they alert, we may look on them as private 
opinions of particular perſons, but not as ſuch things which were received 
as Articles of Faith. For whatſoever is received as ſuch, it muſt be whol- 
Iy on the account of Gods revealing it, who only can oblige us to believe 
with that aflent which is required to Faith, And if it be fo as to all 
other things, much more certainly as to the future ſtate of ſouls, of which 
we can know nothing certainly without Divine Revelation. For fince 
the remiſor of ſins, and the happineſſof the future life, depend upon the 
goodneſfand mercy of God, we can define nothing as to theſe things any 
further then God hath declared them. If God hath declared that remiſ- 
ſoon of ſins lyes in the taking away the obligation to puniſhment, it will be 
a contradiction to ſay, That he pardons thoſe whom he exaCts the puniſh- 
merit of ſin from, purely to fatisfie hisj#ſtice ;, if he hath declared, that 
the ſouls of the faithful are in joy and felicity aſloon as they are delivered 
gut of this ſinful world, it is impoſſible they ſhould undergo #»/ufferable 
pains, though not toeternity. I diſpute not now, Whether he hath lo re- 
vealed theſe things, but that it is impoſſible for any thing to be looked 
on as an Article of Faith, bxtt what hath clear Divine Revelation for it. 
And therefore, although many teſtimonies of the Fathers might be pro- 
duced one way or other, as to theſe things 3 when they ſpeak only their 
own fancies and imaginations, and not what God hath revealed, they can- 
not,all put together,make the opinion they alert to be an Article of Faith. 
Nothing is more apparent, then that the itching curioſity of humane nature 
to know more then God hath revealed, concerning the future ſtate of 
ſouls,did betimes diſcover it ſelf in the Church. But the ſtrange diverſity | 
of theſe Imaginations were a ſufficient evidence, that they ſpeak not by 
any certain rule, but according to their different fancies; and therefore 

that they did notdeliver any Doctrine of Faith, but only their own pri- 
vate opinions. If yon would therefore prove, that the F athers did own 
Purgatory as an Article of Faith, you muſt not think 1t enough to prove, 
that one or two of the Fathers did ſpeak ſomething tending to it, but w_ 

all 
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all who had occaſion to mention it , did ſpeak cf it as the DoFrine of the 
Church, and that which came from an immediate Divine Revelation, 

2. There js no reaſon,That ſhould be looked on us an Article of Faith,which, 
they TY to aſſert it moſt, did build on ſuch places, which they acknow- 
ledged themſelves to be very obſcure, For ſince they deduced it from Scri- 
pture, it is apparent that they did not. believe 1t on the account of any n2- 
written word, or Divine Revelation conveyed mcerly by Trar!ition:, and 
ſince they confeſs the places to be very diffienit, it is unreaſonable to 
judge, that they looked on that as a matter of Faith, which they ſuppoſed 
was contained in them. As for inſtance, St. Aſtin in leveral places aflerts, 
Avg. de fd that all things neceſlary to be believed are clearly revealed in *ripture; 
& oper. 6.15, and withall hcſaycs, that the place 1 Cor.3.15. # very difficult and obſcure. 

15. 2nd that it is one of thoſe places in St. Paxl, which St. Peter faith are hard 
to be underſtood; and therefore it is not concervable that S. Arſtir {hould 
make any thing a ”atter of Faith, which he founds upon this place. And 
this is the great and almoſt only conſiderable Place, which he cr the reſt 
of the Fathers did inſiſt on. as to the nature of that purgatzor which was to 
be ina future {tate. 

3. That cannot belooked on as an Article of Faith to ſuch perſons, who ex- 
preſs their own doubts concerning the truth of it, For whatever is owned 
as an Article of Faith by any perſon, is thereby acknowledged to be firizly 
believed by him. Now uponour enquiry into the Fathers we ſhall find, 
the firſt perſon who ſeemed to aſlert that any faithful ſouls paſled through 
a fire of purgation before the day of jſudgement,vvas St. Auſtin: but he delivers 
his judgement with ſo much fear and heſitancy, that any one may eaſily 
ſeethat he was far from making it any Article of Faith. We muſt con- 
ſider then, that in St. Avgyſtin's time, there were many, who though they 
denied Origez's opinion as to the Salvation at laſt of all perſons ; yet were 
very willing to believe it, as to all thoſe who dicd in the Communion of 
the Church, that though they paſled through the flames of Hef for their 
ſins, yet at laſt they ſhould be faved; and for this they mainly inſiſted on 

I Cor. 3.15. whereitis ſaid, That ſome ſhould be ſaved, but as by fire, Such, 

ſay they, build upon the foundation gold, ſilver, pretions ftones, who to their 

Faith add good works : but they, hay, wood, and ſtubble, whoſe life is contrary 

to their Faith ; and yet theſe latter, they aſſerted ſhould come to Heaven at laſt, 

but they muſt undergo the torments of Hell firſt. Againſt theſe St. Anſtir: 

writes his book de fide & operibys, wherein he proves that ſuch as /ivein 

f11r ſhall be finally excluded the Kingdom of Heaven ; And when he comes to 

the interpretation of that place, he gives this account of it, That thoſe 

who do fo love Chriſt, as rather to part with all things for him than to 

loſe him, but yct have, too great a love to the things of the world, ſhall 

4e. de fd; fuffer grict and loſs on that account. Sive ergo in hac vita tantum homi- 
& oper, c, 16. cs iſta patinntur, ſtoe etiam poſt hane vitam talia quedam judicia ſubſequun- 
tur ; non abhorret, quantum arbitror, 4 ratione veritatis iſte intelleus bujus 

ſententie, Whether, ſaith he, men ſuſſer theſe things in this life , or ſuch 
judgements follow after it I ſuppoſe this ſenſe of $.Paul's meaning is not 

diſſonant from truth. So far was he from being certain of it, that he puts 

in, quantum arbitror, as far as ] ſuppoſe ; and yet he would not detine, 

whether that loſs which they were to ſuffer were only in 43s life or no. 

Enzhivid. cg. And, in his Fachiridion to Lanrentius, where he dilputes the very ſame 
matter, he ſaith, Talc aliquid poſt hanc vitam fieri incredibile non eft +, & 
ulrum ita ſit queri poteſt, & aut inveniri aut latere, Nonnullos fideles per ig- 
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nem quendam purgatorinum, quanto magis minuſve bona perenntia dilexerunt, 
tanto tardius citinſue ſalvari, Tt is not incredible that ſuch a thing ſhould be 
after this life, and it may be enquired after whether it be found to be ſo or no, 
that ſome faithful fouls paſs through a purgine fire, and are ſaved ſooner or later 
according to the degree of their affetFion to worldly things, Will any man 
in his wits think that St. Auſtin ſpakethis cf any z2atter of Faith, or that 
was generally received in the Church as an 4poſiolical Tradition Did he 
ever {peak ſo concerning the Trinity or the Incarnation of Chriſt which you 
parallel with Purgatory # What would men have thought of him, if he had 
ſaid of either of thoſe Articles, 1t 7s not zncredible they may be true, and it 
may be enquired into whether they be or #o * Whatever then St. Auſtins pri- 
vate opinion was, we ce he delivers it modeſtly and doubtfully, not ob- 
truding it as an Article of Faith, or Apoſtolical Tradition if any be. And 

the very ſame he repeats in his Anlwer tothe firſt Q»eſtion of Dulcitize ; 

{o that this was all that ever he aflerted as te.this Controverſtie. What 

you offer to the contrary from other places of St. Auſtin thall be conſider- 

cd in its due place, 

4. Where any of the Fathers build any DoFrine upon the ſenſe of doubtful 
places of Scripture, we have no further reaſon to believe that DoFrine, then we 
have to believe that it is the meaning of thoſe places, So that in this caſe the 
, enquiry is taken off from the judgement of the Fathers, and fixed upon the 

ſenſe of the Scriptures which they and we both rely upon. For lince they 
pretend themſelves to no greater evidence of the truth of the Do@rine 
then ſuch places do afford : it is the greateſt realon that the argument to 

r{\wadeus be not the teſtimony of the Father, but the evidence of the 
place it ſelf. Unleſs it be evident ſome other way, that there was an uni- 
verſal Tradition in the Church from the Apoſtles times concerning it, and 
that the only deſign of the Father was, to apply ſome particular place to 
it. But then ſuch a Tradition muſt be cleared trom ſomething elle, belides 
the ſenſe of ſome ambiguous places of Scripture, and that Tradition mani- 
teſted to be Unzverſal both as to time and place. 

Theſe things being premiſed, I now come particularly to examine the 
evidence you iid, That all the Fathers both Greek and Latin did conſtant- 
ly teach Purgatory from the Apoſtles times, and conſequently that it muſt be held 
for an Apoſtolical Tradition or nothing can be. And as you follow Bel/ar- 
min in your way of proving it, fo muſt I follow you; and he divides his 
proots you fay into two ranks. Firſt, Such who afferm prayer for the dead, 
2. Such who in the ſucceſſive ages of the Church did expreſly affirm Purgatory. 
Firſt, with thoſe whaaffirmz prayer for the dead; Which (youſay) doth ne- 
ceſſarily infer Purgatory, whatever the Biſhop vainly inſinuates to the contrary, 
The &xeſtion then between us is, Whether that prayer for the dead which 
was uted-in the ancient Church, doth neceflarily inferr that Purgatory was 
then acknowledged ? This you athrm ; for, ſay you, If there were no other 
place, or condition of being for departed ſouls, but either Heaven or Hell, ſurely 
it were avain thing to pray for the dead ;, eſpecially topray for the remiſſron of 
thetr ſins, or for their reſreſhment, eaſe, reſt, relaxation of their pains, as An- 
cients moſt frequently do. From whence, you add, that Purgatory is ſo un- 
clenyably proved, that the Relator finding nothing himſelf ſufficient to Anſwer, 
was forced to put ws off to the late Primate of Armagh's Anſwer to the Jeſuits 
Challenge. Which, you ſay, Ton have pernſed, and find only there, that the 
Anth onr proves that which none of you deny, viz. That the prayers and com- 
memorations uſed for the dead had reference to more ſouls than thoſe in Pur- 
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gatory, But, you attempt to prove, That the nature and kind of thoj: 
prayers do imply that they were intended for other ends, than meerly that the 
body might be glorified as well as the ſoul, and to praiſe God for the final happy 
end of the deceaſed : hereas that Anſwerer of the Jeſuite would, you lay, 
by his allegations in{inuate to the Reader a conceit, that it was uſed only for 
thoſe two reaſons and no other ; Which, you ſay, you muſt needs avouch to be 
moſt loudly untrue, and ſo manifeſtly contrary to the Dottrine and pradiſe of 
the Fathers as nothing can be more. A high charge againſt two moſt Rewe- 
rexd and learned Primates together : againſt the one, as not being able to 
Anfiver, and therefore turning it off to the other ;, againit the other, for pub- 
liſhing moſt loud untruths, inſtead of giving a true account of the grounds of 
the Churches praiſe. It ſcems,you thought it not honour enough to over- 
come one, unleſs you led the other in triumph alſo; but you do neither 
of them, but only in your own fancy and imagination. And never had 
you leſs cauſe to give out ſuch big words then herc , unleſs it were to 
amuſe the ſpeCtatours that they might not ſee how you fall betore them. 
For it was not the leaſt diſtruſt of his luftciency to Anſwer, which made 
his Lordſhip to put it off to the Prizzate of Armagh, but becauſe he was 
prevented in it by him, Who, (as he truly faith) had very learnedly and at 
large ſet down other reaſons which the Ancients gave for prayer for the dead 
without any intention to free them from Purgatory. Which are not only 
different from, but inconfaſtent with, the belict of Purgatory ; for the 
clearing of which, and vindicating my Lord Primate from your calumnic- 
rather then anſwers, it will be neceſſary to give a bricf account of his Dit- 
courſe on that ſubject. He tells us therefore at firſt, That we are herc 
prudently to diſtinguiſh the Original inſtitution of the CEurch, from the 
private opinions of particular Dodors, which waded further herein then 
the general intendment of the Church did give them warrant, Now he 
evidently proves that the memorials, oblations, and prayers made for the 
dead at the beginning had reference to ſuch as refted trom their /aboxrs, 
and not unto any ſouls which were thought to be tormented in that Uto- 
pran Purgatory, whereof there was no news (tirring inthoſe dayes. This 
he gathers firſt by the practiſe of the ancient Chriſtians laid down by the 
Authour of the Commentaries on Job, who laith, The memorials of the 
Saints were oblerved as a memorial of relt to the fouls departed, and that 
they therein rejoyced tor their refreſhing. St. Cyprian faith, they offered 
Sacrifices for them, whem he acknowledgeth ro have received of the 
Lord Palms and Crowns; and in the Authour of the Fecleftaſtical Hierarchy, 
the party deceaſed is delcribed by himto have departed this lite repleni/- 
ed with Divine joy, as now not fearing any change to worſe, being come unto 
the end of all his labours, and publickly pronounced to be a happy man, ana 
admitted into the ſociety of the Saints ;, and yet the Biſhop prayes, that God 
would forgive him all his ſins he had committed through humane in 
firmity, and bring him into the lieht and band of the living , into the 
boſoms of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, into the place from whence pain, 
and forrow , and | ſighing flyeth., And Saint Chryſoſtow \thews that 
the funcral Ordinances of the Church were appointed to admonill; 
the living, that the partics deceaſed were 7» a ſtate of joy and not of 
grief; and theretore- they lung at the Burial, Return my ſoul to thy reſt, 
for the Lord hath dealt bountifully with thee, And this he proves likewile 
fromthe Ancient Liturgics, wherein prayers are made for all Saints, Pa- 
triarchs, Prophets, Apojtles, Martyrs, and others. And S. Ambroſe, after 
lic 
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he had ſaid, That Valentinian and Gratian were both bleſſed, and enjoyed 
the pleaſures of everlaſting life ; and yet fubjoyns his 0rizons for them. Thus 
he ou for Theodoſius, of whom he had ſaid, That he enjoyes everlaſting 
light, and continual tranquillity : And lo tor his Brother S$:tyrus, when he 
had pronounced of him before, That he had entred into the Kingdom of 
Heaven, The lame doth Gregory Nzzianzen for his Brother Cſarins. Now, 
Is 1t pofiible you ſhould think that Prayer for the Dead, as uſed in the 
the Ancient Church, doth necellarily inferr Furgatory;when they who made 
theſe Prayers, did ſuppoſe the perſons they made them for, to be at reſt, 
and in joy, and in the Kingdom of Heaven ? And I hope that is a different 
ſtate from that of Purgatory. Theretore you {ce , it is not barely proved, 
that ſome different accounts are given of Prayer for the Dead, but ſuch 
as are excluſive of it, and thoſe ſuch as appear from the c!deſt times of the 


Church, when ſuch Prayers were uſed. Now, having thus ſhewed, for ' 


whom thele Prayers were made, he proceeds to ſhew, of what kinds they 
were, whereof, he ſaith, ſome were Euchariſtical tor the blefled eſtate of the 
party decealed; others deprecatory, and petitory, that God would forgive 
him 43s ſis, keep him from He, and place him in the Kingdom of Heaven : 
which, though at firſt well meant, were turned to an ill uſe afterwards, 
when thele imterceſſrors began once to be applied not only to the good, but 
evil livers alſo, unto whom by the firſt Inſtitution they were never in- 
tended. And heat large proves by very many examples, that the pri- 
mary Intention of the Chrrch in her lupplications for the Dead, was, Thar 
the whole man (not the loul ſeparated only) might receive publick remiſ- 
fron of ſins, and a folemn acquittal in the judgement of that great Day, and 
ſo obtain both a full eſcape from all the conlequences of lin, and a perfect 
conſummation of blils and happineſs. And of this nature he ſhews at- 
- terwards were the Prayers of the Church uſed in Epiphanins his time, which 
Aerius was condemned for rejeCting of ; and he plainly proves, that the 
Church of Rome comes nearer the Opinton of Aerins, thanthey would ſeem 
todo. For they agree with Aerins, in rejecting that kind of praying and 
offering for the Dead, which was uled in the Church at that time ; which 
was for ſuch as were bclieved to be in blits. For, lince the Romaniſts lay, 
That without the ſuppoſition of Purgatory, Prayer for the Dead wou!d 
be unprofitable, and at that time the ſouls they prayed for, are ſuppoſed to 
be already inb/if; therefore they do as much condemn thoſe Prayers for 
the Dead, which were then uſed, as Aerins did, Andit 15 very [trange, it 
the relcafing of ſoxls out of Purgatory, had been any ground then of pray- 
ing for the Dead, that Epiphanins, among all his far-tetcht Realons, ſhould 
never aflign that, which you think tobe the only proper ground of fuch 
Prayers. Thus we ſce, what was the general Intention of tic Church in 
thoſe Prayers which were made for the Dead, and how far this was trom 
inferring Purgatory. 

But beſides this, there were ſeveral particular Opinions among the An- 
cient Fathers touching the place and condition of ſouls ſeparate trom their 
bodies: and according to the ſeveral apprehenſions which they had there- 
of, they made ditferent interpretations and applications of the V/e of 
praying for the Dead ; whole particular intentions and devotions in that 
kind, muſt of necellity therefore be diltinguithed from the general inten- 
tion of the whole Church. Thus there were two Opinions much in 702xe 
among many of the Fathers, viz. of ſouls being kept in ſecret receptacles till 
the day of reſurrefion, and the purging of then in the fire of conflacratior - 
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the day of judgement; of which Opinion were not only S. Auguſtin, but 
Origen, Lattantins, v. Hilary. S. Ambroſe, and others. Now according 
tothele Opinions they interpreted the Uſe of praying for the Dead. And 
thence S. Avenſtin faith, That the oblations and alms uſually offered in the 
Church for all the Dead that received Baptiſm, were thank ſeivings for ſuch as 
were very good. propitiations for ſuch as were not very bad ;, but as for ſuch as 
were very evil, although they wereno helps of the Dead, yt were they ſome kind 
of conſolations of the Living ; but this was only a private expoſition of tlc 
Churches meaning in her Prayers, becauſe it is not to be found in the wri- 
tings of the former Fathers; and, becaulc it ſuiteth not well withthe ge- 
neral practice of the Charch, which it intendeth to interpret. For it is 
ſomewhat too harſh an interpretation, to imagine that one and the fame 
act of praying, ſhould be a petition for ſome, and tor others only a thank(- 
giving. Some other private Opinions there were bclides rhele, as that of 
Theophyla@, That God did not alwaies caſt grievous ſinners into Hell, but 
that ihe Prayers of the Church might ke ep them from being caſt into Hell ;, ano- 
ther, That an augmentation of Glory might be procured for the Saints , and 
either a total deliverance, or a dimimution of torment at leaſt,obtained for 
the wicked ; to which S. Chryſoſtom and others incline. Beſides, there 
were different Opinions concerning the bene tit which the Dead received; 
by the Prayers of the Living. For the Authour of the Queſtions and An- 
ſwers in Juſtin Martyrs work's , Gregory Nazian2en, Theodoret, Diodorus 
Tarſenſis, and S. Hierom, all conclude that there is no releaſe to the ex- 
pected for the fins of thole who were dead. But others ſuppoſed, the 
Dead might receive profit by the Prayers of the Living, cither for be re- 
miſſion of their ſins, or the ceaſing of their puniſhment; but they were not 
agreed asto the nature of the ſs, which might be pardoned, or the man- 
ner of the benefit which they received, whether their puniſhment were 
only leflencd, or at laſt extinguiſhed. And Stephanus Gobarns in Thotius, 
tell&us, That though ſome held thele things, yet the true ſentence of the 
Church was. That none at all was ſreed from puniſhment, But, that ſtill this 
was a Queſtion in the Church, Whether the Dead reccived profit by the 
Prayers ofthe Living, that /earned Authour more at large proves 3 but my 
delign is only to give a very brief extract of his diſcourſe, that you may 
from thence lee, how far, by the Intention of the Church in praying for the 
Dead, you are from gathering the necel:ary belief of Purgatory, 

And by this a full Antwer 1s given to what you objeCt concerning the 
pradtice of the Fathers, to pray for the ſoul, and not the body ; and that when 
we pray for them, they receive eaſe, comfort, and reſreſhment by our Prayers , 
and that they obtain pardon, and mercy, and deliverance from pain for them, 
and that by the help of our Prayers they are brought to eternal reſt and happi- 
zeſs. But all this falls ſhort of your purpoſe, unleſs you can prove that 
any of them either believed or prayed that any ſuch eaſe and reſfeſhment 
were obtained by the Prayers of the Living before the day of ReſurreFion. 
That thcy prayed, That God would have mercy upon them in that day, we 
deny not, which implies eaſe, comfort, reſreſhment, pardon, deliverance from 
pain, and eternal happineſs; but then all this referrs not to any purgatory- 
pains, which they had undergone before, but thoſe eternal pains which 
their ſins deſerved, it God ſhould dea} in juſtice with them. We grant 
then, that ſupplications and interceſttons were uſed in the Chxrch for the 
Dead, but we lay, They did refpeCt by the intention of the Church the day 
ot judgement, and Gods final juſtification of them by his ſentence at that 
day 
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day. For the Scriptures (as my Lord Primate truly ſaith) every where do 
point out, that great day to us, as the day wherein mercy and forgiveneſs, reſt 
and reficſting, joy and gladneſs, redemption and ſalvation, rewards and 
Crowns,(hall be beſtowed upon all Gods Children, 2 Tim. 1. 15.18. 1 Cor. 
1.8, Act. 3. 19. 2 Thef. 1.6, 7. Phil. 2. 19. 1 The. 2. 16. 1 Pet. 1. 5. 1 Cor. 
5. 5. Ephel. 4. 30. Luk. 21. 28 2 Tim. 4. 8. Luk. 14. 14. From whence 
it is no improbable deduction, that even the ſouls of good men, do not en- 
joy their full and compleat felicity, till the great day : not that they ei- 
ther {lcep or undergo any Purgatory pains ;, but that they are at reſt from 
their labours, and in a bleſied condition, but ſtil] waiting with a folicitous 
cxpeCtation for the glorious Coming of Chriſt, that they may then receive 
the reward prepared for them before the beginning of the world. Bur, 
Whether thoſe fouls be in Heaver (as it notes a place, and not a ſtate) 
whether the degrees of their happineſs be proportionable (till the great 
day) to the degrees of grace, which they had when they left the world, 
are Queſtions of more curioſity . than neceflity to be refolved. Burt, 
as long as the Scripture doth inliſt ſo much on the proceedings of the great 
day, both as to rewards and puniſhments, we do not condemn the pra- 
ctice of the Ancient Church inthoſe prayers which did thus reſpect the day 
of ReſurreFion, If any of the Fathers had any particular Opinions con- 
cerning the ſtate of the Dead, and of the benefit which came to them by 
the Prayers of the Living; we are no more concerned to defend them,than 
you are to defend thoſe whom you acknowledge to hold, that no ſouls did 
enjoy the beatifical viſion before the day of judgement, againſt whom Bel- 
larmin andothars diſpute at large. Since you'therefore confeſs your ſelves 
that ſumc of the greateſt ofthe Fathers did for many ages hold erroneous 
Opinions crncerning the ſtate of the Dead, With what reaſon can you preſs 
us with the Teſtimonies of thoſe whom you retule your ſelves ? And ſince 
they had ſo many different Opinions concerning the ſtate of ſouls, it ſeems 
ſtrange that none of them (at leaſt till $. Augsſtin's time) ſhould hit upon 
ſucha ſtate of Purgation, whereby they might be freed from pains before 
the day of judgement. And yet we tind not one of them, which did fo 
much as dream of that Purgatory which you call the upper Region of Hel ; 
or of any puniſhment, which they who dyed in favour with God, ſhould 
undergo between death and judgement, out of which they might be de- 
livered by the Prayers ofthe Living. Many of them indeed ſuppoſed that 
fouls were kept in ſecret receptacles; but they were far from alterting that 
they underwent at all any pains equal to the dammed, much leſs that any 
ſouls were tranſlated thence to glory upon the zterceſſzons made for them; 
others ſuppoſed that the ſouls of all good men vere at laſt to pals thorow 
the fire of conflagration at the day of judgement; others, that the ſouls of 
wicked men might cither cſcape, or have their torments mitigated z but 
all this while your Prgatory was unthought of, and was not conceived 
till afterwards, through the 7gorance and ſuperſtition of lome, countenan- 
ced by pretended apparttions and viſſens of fouls departed, till at laſt it 
grew tobe one of the favourite-Opinions of the Roman Church. From 
whence it may eaſily appear, how very much you were deceived, when 
you would inferre, becauſe Prayer for the Dead, as it is now uſed in the 
Roman Churth, doth neceſlarily ſuppoſe Purgatory; therefore it muſt doo 
in the Ancient Church : for, although we ſhould grant the lame Prayers to 
be ſtill uſed, yet ſince they are uſed for a quite different intent, that may 
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inferred from what they did. And yet itis plain, that in ſome caſes, you 
have changed the Prayers for the Saints, into Prayers to them : For, 
whereas in the old Gregoriar Sacramentary, it was, Grant unto #5 'O Lord, 


Anſwerto the jt this oblation may profit the ſoul of thy ſervant Leo ; in the latter Books 
* it is turned into this, Grant wnto ws O Lord, that by the interceſſion of thy 
ſervant Leogthis oblation my profit u.From whence you may ſee, that your 


Prayers are changed from what they were : For the Ancient Church pray. 
cd univerſally for all Saints and Marigrs; but you think it a diſparage- 
ment to them to pray for them ; and therefore from your kind of Prayers 
for the Dead, we may well ſay, that Pwrgatory is ſuppoſed ; but we cannot 
poſiibly inferr it from thoſe Prayers which were made for ſuch, who, if 
any, were ſuppoſed in.a ſtate of Bliſs and happineſs. 

And that the intention of your Church is quite different from the Am- 
cient, we now come more fully to make maniteſt ; becauſe none of them 
did belicve that Doftrine of Pargatory, which you allert. But herein we 
muſt follow your footſteps, and conſider the many authorities which you 
produce out of Bel/armin, and undertake to vindicate in- behalf 
of Furgatory; to which I give this general Anſwer, That fome Authours 
are counterfeit, and the places ſuppoſititicus; of thoſe that are zrxe, ſome 
ſpeak only of Commemoration of the Dead, and Oblations made for them ; 
others reſpect the day of Reſurrefion, and the fire of Conflagration, others 
the purging of the wicked, others only of a pargation in this life ; but none 
of them all ſpeak of any Purgatory pains of thoſe who dye in favour with 
God, which they undergo as the temporal puniſhment of fin, from whence 
they may be delivered by the Prayers of the Living ; which 1s the only thing 
you ſhould prove from them. And this I come to make appear by the 
examination of the particulars, as they occurr in order. 

The firſt you begin with, is, Dionyſms Areopagita 5 and, Is not he, lay 
you, ar Authour of the firſt three hundred years * As though this had ne- 
ver been queſtioned by any ? It you had asked, Whether he had beenan 
Ancient and Learned Authour, living ſometime within the firſt four hun- 
dred years ; you ſhould not have met with any oppoſition from me. But 
if you will needs have him to be the true Dzoayſms, you muſt prove it 
better than by mecr referring us to what Be//armin, Baronins, and Del- 
Kio have faid upon that ſubject; and you are very ſtrangely deceived when 
you ſay, That oxly Eraſmus, and Valla, and ſome few others, did doubt of it; 
but at preſent you ſuppoſe few learned men doubt of the matter. For, even Bel- 
larmin himſelf doubts of itz and, What think you of Habertus, Sirz10n- 
dus,Launens, Petavins Are not all theſe with you learned men,who have 
all declared their doubts of it ? and ſo will any one elſe do, that impar- 
tially examines the Arguments brought on both ſides. But we have no 
ns A toinfiſt longer upon this, {ince you fay, 7t zs ſufficient that he js ac- 
knowledeed for a Writer of great Antiquity ; Well, But what is it then this 
Authour ſaith 2 only that Prayers were zrade for the deceaſed party,that God 
would forgive his ſims, and place him in the Light and Country of he Living : 
But, ſay you, both the Arch-Biſhop and Primate would have thought that man 
a Papiſt, who would have made the like prayer for his deceaſed ſtiend in their 
hearing. And very good reaſon they might have to think ſo, when they 
know beforehand that your intention of praying for the Dead, is, to deli- 
ver their ſouls from the pains of purgatory ; but, if they had heard one uſe 
ſuch a Prayer in the Arciert Church, they could not have imagined, it was 


- for any ſuch intention, ſince the ſame perſon in Dionyſmns is faid to be reple- 


wiſhed 


ad : 
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niſhed with divine joy, and not fearing any change to the worſe, but knowing 
well that the good things poſſeſſed, ſhall be firmly and everlaſtingly enjoyed ; as 
he ſpeaks at his entrance upon that diſcourſe : And, if this be iz: effet# to 
teach Purgatory, as you would have it, you mult ſet your Purgatory a great 
deal higher than you do; for, you fay, It is but an »pper Region of Hell a 
little 5 when Dionyſtus ſpeaks of thoſe who were ina Region of reſt 
and happinels. 

Your ſecond Authour is Tertu//ian;, and three Citations you produce 

out of him. Inthe firſt, he only mentions the oblations for the Dead, which 
we have confelled to be uſed already, but without any reſpect to Pargato- 
ry. Intheſecond, a mention is made of begging of God reſrigerium, re- 
freſhment for the ſoul of one departed: this were ſome thing to the purple, if 
you had tirſt proved, that Tertul/;ar did fuppole that foul to be then in the 
pains of Purgatory ;, forthen it were but reaſon to think this reſfigerinmz 
did relate tothe caling of them. But he elſewhere tells us, what he means 
by this reſfigerinm, Sinus Abrabe interim reſtigerium prebiturus eſt anima- 
bus juſtorum, by which he underſtands not any deliverance trom pains, but 
contentment in expectation of the future Keſurred7on, It was the 
ardency of the deſire after that which made them pray tor this refrigeri- 
4m, not out of any prniſbmrent they were luppoled to be under for lin, 
but their earneſt expectation of future glory. And, lince they ſuppoſed 
different degrees of refreſhment which the fouls had in the boſome of Abra- 
ham, this prayer only notes the deſire of the continuance and increaſe of 
it, and not being under preſentpains for the want of it. 


ln the laſt place of Tertu{{zan,you would fain have the Carcer infernms to. 


be Purgatory, but he means no more by it than Hades, orthe common re- 
ceptacle of ſouls till the day of ReſurreFion, which Irenans calls locum invi- 
ſebilem, which renders 44s exactly, in which he makes ſouls to ſtay till the 
day of Reſurrefion ; and Tertullian explains himſelf afterwards, when he 
layes, Conſtituimus omnem animam apud Inferos ſequeſtrari in diem Domini , 
and therefore Bel/armin contelles Tertullian to be one of thoſe, that held 
that no ſouls did enjoy the beatifical viſron, till the day of ReſurreFion ;, at 
which time he ſuppoſed the order of riling, to be according to the de- 
grees of holineſs 3 and therefore he makes the puniſhment of fouls not to 
be any Purgatory pains, but the mora reſurredionis, that they ſhould be 
longer before they riſe fromthe dead, viz. towards the latter end of the 
thouſand years; tor ſo he makes the ReſurreFion to continue the thouland 
years of Chriſt's Reign upon earth 3 and, as the higheſt rank of C/riſtians 
ſhould riſc 1n the beginning of it,lo others in their order according to their 
degrees,and the moſt (Jothtul and negligent to be puniſhed mora reſurre. 
Hionis, by thcir RelurreCtion being deferred to the concluſion of it. By 

which we filly underſtand Tertul/iar's meaning, Judex in carcerem te 

mandet infernum, unde nou dimittaris, miſt modico quoque delicto mort re- 


farre&ionis expenſo by which lower priſon he intemds neither Hell nor 


Pargatory, but the common receptacle of fouls, wherein they were held till 
they ſhould riſe {coner or later according to the meaſure cf their graces 
and lins. 

The next place to be examined, is the noted one of S. Cyprian, to 4nto- 
m1anns : Where he gives an account of the ditierence between the lapſed 
pcrlons who become penitents, and the Martyrs. Alind eſt ad veniam ſtare 
aliud ac gloriam pervenire; alind miſſum in carcerem non exire inde, donec 


Jolvat noviſſumum quadrantem; aliud jtatim fidei & virtutis mercedem acci- 
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pere; alind pro peccatis longo dolore emendari, & purgari din igne, alind 
peccata 01mia paſſrone purgaſſe. Tt is one thing to ſtay i2 hope and expef ation 
of pardon, another thing to come preſently to glory : tis one thing to be caſt jn- 
to priſon, and not to come ont thence, till you have paid the laſt farthine ; ans- 
ther to receive preſently the reward of our Faith : "tis one thing to be amencle;! 
for ſins by long grief, and to be purged with fire agreat while 5 another tohque 
purged away all his ſins by ſuſſering Martyrdom. Did not $, Cyprian, fay 
you, think of Purgatory, when he taught this © No, that did he not, if we bc- 
lieve your own Writers. For Rigaltins tells us, that $. Cyprian here ipeak; 
of the ſeverities of pemnance, which the lapſed perſons underwent in order 
to pardon; and compares them with the preſent felicity which Martyrs 
were pollciicd of, And this was that purging fire in order to their 
amendment, which he infiits on, to ſhew what great diſparity there was 
between the {tate of theſe peritents, and the Martyrs; thereby to ſhery, 
that though pcnitents were admitted by the Church, yet it was with fo 
much ſcverity, that might give little encouragement tor men to fall in 
hopes of admiſſion. For that was the main thing which S. Cypria there 
diſcourſes of, And thus likewiſe Albaſpinens underitands it, ot fuch who 
ſuffered pennance all their life time, and were ablolved only at the point 
of death ; theſe were they who were hcl in priſon till they paid the ut moſt 
farthing. Neither may it ſeem ſtrange that this ſhould be called a parg- 
ing fire: ſince S. Hierom deſcribing, the pennance of Fabzola, faith, S:4it 
ſuper carbones ignis, She ſate upon coals of fire, and Pope Siricaus 111 his 
Epiſtle to Himmerins extant in the Councils, calls, perpetual pennance, pitri- 
ficateriam penitudinis ignem, the purging fire of pennance. And this 
{cems a great deal more probable to be S. Cyprian's meaning, becauſe le 
ſpeaks meſt clearly of any of the Fathers of the immediate happineſs of 
all Gods Ch;ldren after death, in his excellent Book of mortality; wherein 
he comforts the Chriſtzans of Carthage againlt the ſears of death, by reaſon 
of the raging plague, which was then among them. 7t 7s for him, ſaith 
he, to jear death, that would not go to Chriſt; it is for him not to be willing 
to go to Chriſt, that doth not believe heſhall begin to raign with him, with 
much more to the ſame purpoſe throughout that Book, which, I pray 
read, and then tell me, Whether St. Cyprian did think of Purgatory or 
no. 

[ wonder with what face you produce Origer”s Teſtimony in behalf of 
your Doctrine of Purg.tory, ſince Bel/armin confelſles that he held all puniſh- 
z1entto be only Purgatory ; and that this Opinion of his was condemned 
in the fifth Oecumrenical Council, But,you lay, in the place produced by you, 
he ſaith no ſach thing, but that men are purged according to the mixture of 
Lead and Gold in them,but that thoſe who have all Lead, ſhall ſink down to the 
bottomleſs pit fer ever. Than which (you ſay) nothing can be ſpoken more 
clearly for Purgatory. To which a ſhort Anſwer ſhall ſerve by this Dzlemma; 
cicher you have faithfully repreſented this place of Origen, or not : If you 
have, it is plain that Origez hath been infinitely abuſed, or elſe apparently 
contradicts himſcit; for you make him here plainly to aflert the eternity 
of puniſhment, which the fifth General Conncil according to you infallibly 
condemned him for denying 3 if you have unfaithfully repreſented him, 
then {till Orzger cannot be underſtood of ſuch a Purgatory as you ſpeak of, 
but of ſuch 2 one which all muſt pals thorow, good and bad ; and their 
continuance 1n it, 1s according to the proportions of good' or evil in them. 


" And of luch a Purgatory as this, Bearmin confelles that Origen ſpeaks : 


and 


———— — — —_ * CG A 


Chap. VI. concerning Purgatory, G51 


and which he places after the Reſurre&ior, and faith, That ever Peter anc! 

Paul muſt paſs thorow it. And for ſuch a Purgatory as this is, many places 

are produced out of Origen, by Sixtus Senenſts, and many others. But 26th. 1.5; 

this is an univerſal Purgatory for good and bad, after the Reſurrefion, and © 17% 

for the body as well as the ſoul; and judge you now, Whether this be 

the Purgatory you contend for or no. The following Teſtimonies of 

St. Ambroſe, Hilary, Lat antius, St. Hierom, &c. are taken off by Bel/ar- 

min himſelf; ſince, although in his firſt Book he produceth them for the 

Roman Dottrine ot Purgatory, yet inthe beginning of the ſecond he con- 

fellcth, that all theſe were for ſuch an Vnzverſal Purgatory at the day of 

judgement, thorow which all muſtpaſs, not the Virgin Mary her felt 

excepted. And St. Hierom, though he denies Origes's Hypotheſes as to the 

final Salvation of all , yet ſeems by the places you cite out of him, very 

willing to admit of it, as toall ſuchwho dye in the Chxrches Communion ; 

againſt which Opinion St. Aguſtin at large diſputes, as I have ſhewed 

already. I acknowledge then that theſe Authours do ſpeak of a purg- 

ing fire, but ſuch a one as your ſelves dilown and diſpute againſt, and 

Bellarmin could no other wayes bring any of them off, but by ſaying, 

That they ſpeak of the fire of the laſt judgement; by which we fee the ap- 

parent Sophiſtry, in bringing thoſe as plain places for your Purgatory , 

which you confeſs your ſelves, are underſtood of ſomething elſe. It be- ——— 

ing confefled that they ſpeak of parging, conſequent to the Reſurretion, gitiath.l. x, 

which is quite another thing from what you plead for. And beſides, it 45% 172, 

is plain from St. Hierom's words, that he ſpeaks of wicked men dying in 

the Communion of the Church, that they ſhall at laſt be ſaved. And if you - 

will needs have arbitrammr, when it is oppoſed to credimus, to lignifie | 

a firm belicf (which is another proof of your skill in Lexicons ) that which 

you can only inferr thence, is, that S. Hierom did, as firmly believe that | 

wicked men (if Chriſtians) ſhould at laſt beſaved, as that Devils, and - 

Atheiſts, and other wicked men ſhould be finally damned. For thele are 

his words; Et ficut Diaboli & omninm negatorum, alg, impiorum qui dix- ſunt, is 

erunt in corde ſuo, non eſt Dews, credimus aterna tormenta ; fic peccato- 456: adj 

run ath, impiorum , &- tamen Chriſtianorum, quorum opera in igne proban- 

da ſunt atf, purganda , moderatam arbitramur , & mixtam clementis 

ſententiam Judicis, And the ſame he rather more fully aſſerts in the 

other place, &* Chriſtianos, ſt in peccato preventi fuerint, ſalvandos eſſe a e Pelafe 

poſt peas, but you who are never backward in helping the Fathers to | 

ſpeak out, very commodiouſly render it, S#ch as dye before full and perfett | 

Pennance for the ſins, of which they had truly repented : Which is as far as 

Purgatory as from St. Hieroms meaning, for he doth not m_ penitent ſin- 

ncrs to impenitent, but oppoſes wicked men dyme in the C urches Commni- 

01. to the Devil and his Angels,and all other wicked perſons, AU which (he 

ſaith) ſhall periſh eternally, but ſuch as are C hriſtians ſhould be ſaved at laſt 

after undergoing puniſhment. And it 1 to be obſerved, that at the end of 

the Commentaries on Iſaiah, he immediately before ſpeaks of that which 

is ſuppoſed to be the Origenical Hypotheſis, viz. That the torments of the 

other life ſhall after a long time be ended ; and when he hath produced the 

places of Scripture which'the favourers of it d1d produce, he only paſles 

this cenſure of it, 2#0d nos Dei ſolins ſcicutie debemus derelinquere ; Which 

we ought to leave to the knowledge of God alone ;, and then concludes with 

that moderation of his ſentence, Thar he dic 5:lieve the eternity of tor- 

ments of Devils, Atheiſts, &c, but of luch who were Chriſtians he did fup- | 
peje 
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poſe God would mingle Mercy with his Juſtice, and that after they had been 
ſufficiently purged by fire they might eſcape at laſt. Tf he had intended only 
a mitigation of their torments who were Chriſtians, the oppoſition could 
not lye as it doth, between the eternity of ſome, and the clemency of God 
in others, but the eternity muſt have been confeſled in both, and the op- 
poſition made =y in the weight of the torments of ſuch who were not 
Chriſtiazs above ſuch as were. It St. Hierome doth (as Bel/arwin con- 
tends) elſewhere contradict this, by ſo much the leſs is his teſtimony of any 
validity in this caſe, it being plain what his meaning is here 3 but that 
ſeems the leſs probable, becauſe he writ his Books againſt the Pelagians in 
which he aſlerts the ſame, not long before his death. This parging fire 
then, of St, Hzerome makes little for your purpoſe, fince it is only a more 
refined branch of Origers Hypotheſes, and 1s underſtood of a fire after the 
Reſurre@ion, and that of Hell, and not of Purgatory, and wherein wicked 
men ſhall be purged if they dyed inthe Chnrches Communion, and not fuch 
who repented of their ſins in this lite, But if St. Hzerom himlelf do not 
ſpeak to the purpoſe, you hope one under his name may do it (and we muſt 
needs ſay Purgatory hath: been alwayes beholding to forgeries ) tor you cite 
his Commentaries on the Proverbs, which are rejected as counterfeit by 

Sixtus Senenſis, Canus, Marianws Vidorins, and Bellarmin hi:mlelt. 
But from St. Hierome we proceed to St. Baſil, who, you ſay, teaches the 
ſame DoFrine with him :, it he doth, it is very little for your comfort, 
But ſo far was St. Baſi/ trom alerting your Doctrine, that although he 
ſpeaks of a pxrging fire, he ſpeaks not at all concerning it 1n another life, 
but only of that which purgeth out ſz in the ſouls of men 1n this life. 
For he calls the Spzrit of God working upon mens ſouls, that ap xeSeonr, 
which conſurresſim within them 5 as may be ſcen by comparing his Com- 
mentaries on the ſixth and the ninth of 7aiah together. And where he 
afterwards ſpeaks not of an utter reje&#on, but an expargation as by fire ; 
it is plain that he underſtands1t of the fire of afffi@zon 1n this life, and not 
the fire of Purgatory 11 another. But where ever you meet with fire and 
purging, youthink it impoſlible to be underſtood of any thing but vour 
Purgatory; it {cems you are hugely polleſled with the fears of it, that you 
think you meet with it, where ever you go. But if you will needs have 
St. Faſ/ to ſpeak of a future ſtate, then your own Sixtws Senenſts, and Fſtius 
will tell you that he is to be underſtood of the fire of Conflagration at the 
Day of Judgement ;, of which he ſpeaks in ſeveral other places. And fo 
Nicetas uricrſtands the place of Gregory Nazianzene which you produce 
about Baptiſm by fire, for ſaith he, Per 7gnis baptiſmum, examex cenſur an, 
divini judicii intel/igit, and for that cites the place of the Apoſtle, Every 
mans work ſhall be tryed by fire. This he calls clſewhere the laſt fire by 
which our works ſhall be judged and purged. And of this LaG@antizs 
and Hilary, are to be underſtood : for Hilary cxprelly faith, That ever 
the Virgin Mary ſhall paſs through it, whom I hope you will not place in 
Purgatory, The teſtimony of Boethizs ſhall then be taken, when you 
prove that he doth not ſpeak in the perſon of a Philoſopher, but of a Chri- 
ſtian delivering matters of Faith with ant pato : but it you had conſider- 
ed thedeſign of his Book, tor the ſake of Philoſophy, you might have ſpared 
his citation, And ſo you might for your own ſake that of Theodoret, 
which not only the Grecks in their Apology cry out on as countertcit ; but 
no ſuch place, as yet appears in any edition of Theodoret. And the ſame 
Greeks tell you, if you conſulted the honour of Gregory Nyſſez you _ 
pare 
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ſpare him too, becaule he was a favourer of the Origenical Hypotheſis con- 
ecrning the redintegration of all things 3 and ſo many places are produced 
out of him wherein he makes the nature of all pains to be Purgatory, that 
the Patriarch Germanys (of whom Photixs ſpeaks) had no other way to 
vindicatc him, but by laying that the Origeniſts had foiſted many places 
to his works. It you will therefore ſay, That it is a groundleſs calumny, 
toſay that any of the Fathers did corrupt the Chriſtian Do@rine by the opini- 
01s of Plato ; you mult either deny that Origen and his followers ever 
allerted any Doctrine contrary to Chriſtianity, and therein contradift the 
fifth Oecumenical Conncit; or that any of the Fathers had any touch of 0r- 
gen's opinion : both which I ſuppoſe are tasks you will be unwilling to un- 
dertake. But whether their opinions are true or falſe (which we are not 
now enguiring after) to be ſure they are far enough from your Doctrine 
of Purgatory, which ſuppoſeth the Sin pardoned in this lite, and yet the 
puniſhment undergone tor it in another : which Doctrine if it were granted 
at ail reaſonable, it would be much more, aflerting it to be after the Ke- 
farreftion when the body might endure pains as well as the foul, than ſo 
abſurdly as you make the /ox/ only to ſuffer, and that too ina way the moſt 
unlikely of all other, viz. by a material fire, 

But it is time we come to the ſuccour of St. Auſtin, who it ſeems hath his 
ſhare of Purgatory in this life ; for, you ſay, He hath the ill hap to beuſed the 
worſt of all other. Becauſe his Lordſhip repreſents him as dubious and u- 
certain (as no doubt he was) in this point : which argues indeed that he 
was a Novice in your Koman Faith, but thereby the more a Father of the 
Church. But you are the man, that, let St. Auguſtin lay what he will him- 
{-]f, will prove to his face, that he could not poſhbly be thought to deny 
or doubt of Purgatory. And it is a Combat worth ſeeing, to ſee you di- 
ſpute againſt St. Augy/tin 3 but you do it fo pittifully, that St. Auſtin re- 
mains as uncertain as cver he was. The only place which ſeems to the 
purpoſe, Conſtat animas purgari poſt hanc vitam, &c. is 10 notorious a 
counterfeit, that not only Yives confelles, no ſuch words appeared inthe 
ancient Copies ; but they are wholly left out, not only in the Baſel Editior: 
1556. but in that of Lyoxs 1560. and in the later Lovazn and Paris edi- 
tions. The other places,you confeſs your ſelf,relate to the benefit which 
the dead receive by the prayers of the living, of which a large account 
hath been already given without any ſuppoſition of Purgatory, Whether 
St. 4uſtins doubts did referr only to the circumſtances of Pargatory, and 
not to the thing it ſelf, I leave it to the confideration of any reaſonable 
man, who will read the places already cited, wherein thoſe doubts are ex- 
prefied. By which one may ce at what rate you ule your expreſſions, 
when you can have the facc to fay, That 8, Auſtin no lefs conſtantly teaches 
the Dotrine of Purgatory, than he doth the Doerine of Heaven and Hell. 
Which after the language of the Sorbox-Cenlures,is a falſe,raſh, and ſcanda- 
lows aſſertion, and as ungrounded as Purgatory it ſelf, The remaining teſt1- 
monies of St. Cyril and St. Chry/oſtom,only ſpeak of prayer for the dead, and 
the benefit of that. and fo ofters nothing new to our conſideration. But 
at laſt we are come toa man who did in good earneſt believe Purgatory, 
and was the firſt of any name in the Church who did fo, and that is Gre- 
gory 1. But whoſoever reads in his Dialogues the excellent arguments he 
builds it on, and confirms it with, will find as much reaſon to pitty his 

ſuperſtition and credulity, as to condemn his Dorine, And after this time, 
his Lordſhip faith truly, Purgatory ws found too warm a buſineſs to be 
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ſuffer d to cool again; and in the after-ages more were ſrighted, then led by 
proof into the belief of it. And although amid(t the variety of judgements 
among the Fathers concerning the ſtate of the dead, not one of them 
affirmed your Doctrine of Purgatory, before Gregory 1 ; yet by all means 
you will needs have it to have been (till owned as an Apoſtolical Tradition, 
and an Article of Faith, But I commend you, that knowing the weakneſs 
of the arguments brought from the Fathers and Scripture, you at laſt take 
Sanduary in the Churches Definition; on the account of which you fay, 
Ie are as much bound to believe it as any other Article of Faith, yea as thy 
Trinity or Incarnation it ſelf. But this holds for none, but only thoſe who 
ſo little underſtand the grounds of their Keljg7on as to believe it on the 
account of your Churches Tnfallibility ;, which is ſo far from being any 
ground of Faith, that if we had nothing more certain then that, to eſta- 
bliſh our Faith upon, you would be fo far from making men believe Pur- 
gatory on that account, that you would ſooner make them queſtion, whe- 
ther there were either Heaven or Hel/, But though your Church beſo far 
from Irfalibility that we have found her guilty of many Errours, yet the 
Word of God abideth for ever, which alone is the ſure Foundation fe our 
Faith to reſt upon. And ſo I conclude with your own Prayer : I beſeech 
God to give all men light to ſee this Truth, and Grace to aſſent unto it; tothe 
end, that by living in the militant Church in the Unity of Faith, we may come 
at laſt to meet in Glory in the triuniphant Church of Heaven, which we may 
hope for by the merits of our Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt : To whom with 
the Father,and the Holy Ghoſt be all honour and glory world without end, 


